Publisher's Obligatory Disclaimer 



First, as proprietor and author of the AntiShyster and 
Suspicions News Magazines, I am a journalist who selects 
information from various sources and publishes that infor- 
mation to my readers. I also serve as a commentator offer- 
ing personal opinions and personal insights concerning 
the information I publish. However, I am not a licensed 
attorney, I do not provide legal advice nor should any of 
my publications be construed as legal advice. 

Second, the material in this publication concerns in- 
terpretations and applications of law which are relatively 
unconventional and thus, unconfirmed. Although I've 
recevied reports of Common Law Liens being used suc- 
cessfully, I've had other reports where they failed. We are 
on the front edge of a learning curve which will initially 
include a number of mistakes. So don't imagine the ev- 
erything you read in this publication is precisely true. Al- 
though I publish nothing I believe to be false, errors of 
small or even fundamental significance may be present in 
this publication. 

Third, this publication is a study guide, no more. It is a 
beginning, not an end; an introduction, not a final state- 
ment of tested and confirmed truth. This publication is 
intended only to 1) share information that has been dis- 
covered and/or used by persons concerned with Common 
Law Liens, and 2) to provide a foundation for others also 
interested in the same subject. I do not presume to tell 
you what is absolutely true in this publication, only what 
has been reported by others. 

Fourth, the responsibility for using the material pre- 
sented herein is yours and yours alone. I recommend that 
you use this publication as a preliminary reference to guide 
your personal research concerning Common Law Liens. 
However, if you believe the information in this publica- 
tion is sufficiently sound to use "as is", that's your choice. 
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Fifth despite all my disclaimers and equivocations, this 
is Life, real Life, otherwise known as "beat the clock". Even 
though the Common Law Lien strategy is not yet proven, so 
far as I know, it is not yet disproven, either. If you're facing 
foreclosure, time is running out, and money is short, the 
Common Law Lien may help save your equity or at least 
slow the foreclosure process. 

Finally, none of us can succeed alone. The key to vic- 
tory is communication, networking, and sharing of experi- 
ence. If you use the Common Law Lien strategy, let us know 
how things work out. Did you win? Tell us. Did you find 
unexpected obstacles? Tell us. Did you find errors in this 
publication? Tell us. Did you discover a new insight neces- 
sary to apply the lien more effectively? Tell us. And if you 
lost, tell us that too, and let us know why you lost. As 
additional information comes to me, the strategy may be 
more clearly understood, hopefully refined, and dissemi- 
nated in future issues of the Suspicions News Magazine and/ 
or versions of this study guide. 

Alfred Adask 
natural born Citizen, and Proprietor of 
AntiShyster & Suspicions News Magazines 
c/o POB 540786 at Dallas, Texas [75354-0786] 
The United States of America 
March 1 1 , 2002 A.D. 



http://www.suspicions.info 
http://www.antishyster.com 

adask@suspicions.info 
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What good's a bullet without a rifle? 



"Patriot" and "pro se" publications (like Suspicions) routinely 
present new strategies which purport to overcome the various forms 
of institutionalized injustice in the American legal system. Often, these 
new strategies are implicitly "guaranteed" to work first-time-every- 
time to quickly defeat injustice and achieve results most people 
would otherwise regard as impossible. 

These "can't-lose" strategies are generally known as "Silver Bul- 
lets". Adherents of these Silver Bullet strategies often embrace and 
espouse them with a religious fervor, so sure they are absolutely 
right, they tolerate no deviation from their "ultimate truth". 

Critics, however, remind us that the term "Silver Bullet" is derived 
from the "can't miss" accuracy of the Lone Ranger and the mystical 
effect of "silver bullets" on werewolves and other creatures of the 
night (like lawyers, judges and IRS agents). These critics contend 
that today's Silver Bullets are every bit as fictitious as their forbear- 
ers, and to believe in any of them is equally naive or perhaps even 
delusional. 

The critics may be right. Perhaps there are no Silver Bullets to 
stop injustice. After all, our laws and courts are so capricious and 
complex, that every search for Justice has become a kind of crap- 
shoot in which anything is possible and nothing can be precisely 
predicted or relied upon. 

So do Silver Bullets really exist? 

I think they do. 

I believe in Silver Bullets because ultimately, I believe in rule by 
law rather than rule by men, and so I must believe in the LAW and its 
essence— Silver Bullets. After all, in the final analysis, Silver Bullets 
are nothing more than quintessential, irrefutable, unbeatable prin- 
ciples and applications of LAW. 

See, if there are no Silver Bullets, then there are no fundamental, 
irrefutable legal principles, and 

therefore, there is no LAW. Without Silver Bullets, we are not 
"ruled by law', we are "ruled by men", by power, lust, and perhaps 
ultimately, by evil. And worse, if there are no Silver Bullets— if the 
whole idea of Silver Bullets is naive, delusional— then we have no 
hope within the Law and our only defense against injustice is force 
and violence. In short, we must believe in Silver Bullets, because to 
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Bullets 



by Alfred Adask 



believe otherwise pushes us into fearful retreat or prods us to at- 
tack in search of blood. 

A belief in Silver Bullets is as essential to maintain a civilized soci- 
ety as a belief in Jesus is essential to secure the eternal afterlife of 
Christianity. In the end, both beliefs are expressions of absolute con- 
fidence that Morality, Justice, and Right can and will triumph over 
immorality, injustice and evil. 

Qo, having confessed my belief in Silver Bullets, do I also claim 
Oto sell 'em in publications like this? Can you depend on every 
article, on every opinion, on every word we publish to be accurate, 
irrefutable, and "guaranteed" to give you victory every time? 
Absolutely not. 

Can you depend on any of the theories and strategies presented 
in this publication to qualify as Silver Bullets? 
Maybe. 
Sometimes. 

Actually, it depends .... 
Depends on what? 
Depends on you. 

n~o continue the Silver Bullet analogy, answer this: Do you 
think you can throw a Silver Bullet with enough arm speed and 
accuracy to pierce the heart of a charging werewolf? Of course not. 
See my point? 

Armed with Silver Bullets and a proper rifle, you can kill 
werewolves. But without a rifle, Silver Bullets are no better than a 
handful of pebbles. Without the proper rifle, all you can do is fling 
bullets at the werewolf, and that'll only make the mutt mad. 

So where can you buy a "rifle" that shoots Silver Bullets? 

Sorry, you can't buy one. But you can make your own. 

And where can you make such a "rifle"? 

In a quiet room, a library, or a church. Sometimes on an athletic 
field, in a war, or hospital emergency room. 

Does this "Silver Bullet Rifle" analogy confuse you? Well, it's just 
a riddle to try to make my point: 

You see, you are the "Rifle". 

Just as you can't shoot a .22 caliber bullet without a .22 caliber 
rifle, you can't fire a Silver Bullet without a "Silver Bullet Rifle". 

To successfully aim and fire a Silver Bullet, you must become a 
"Silver Bullet Rifle". You must be "machined" to achieve the proper 
caliber and barrel strength to withstand the explosion. You must 
have your "sights" aligned with solid judgement to reliably strike your 
target. And perhaps most importantly, you must have or create 
enough personal courage to aim and pull the trigger. 

To fire Silver Bullets, you need more than information (which we 
try to provide), you need understanding— which only you can pro- 
vide. And more than understanding, you need determination, persis- 
tence, and courage— in other words, you must have the personal 
character necessary to "shoot werewolves". 

So who will "machine" you into a "rifle" of the proper strength 
and caliber to fire Silver Bullets? The answer's obvious. It's a do-it- 
yourself project and you're it. 

And how will you "machine yourself" into a Silver Bullet Rifle? The 
answer is beyond the scope of this publication. Suffice to say that 
each of us will use a different method to discover or create our own 
courage, morality, and character. But know that you can't fire Silver 
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Bullets accurately until you first make yourself into someone with a 
long-term commitment to Justice rather than a short-term appetite 
for a quick personal advantage. 

Remember, Silver Bullets are not magic incantations. Some folks 
use Silver Bullets with great success; others use the very 
same words and forms but fail. It's not enough to merely say the 
words or fill out the form. You must understand what you are doing. 
Silver Bullets are merely instructions, procedures, and directions which 
tell you how someone else killed their particular werewolf. Silver Bul- 
lets provide only information. You must provide the understanding, 
courage, and character necessary to apply the information correctly. 

Even if all the information and strategies presented in this publi- 
cation were 1 00% accurate (and that's virtually impossible), that in- 
formation will still be necessarily incomplete unless you have suffi- 
cient personal resources of character and understanding to use it 
properly. 

This is not cause to be discouraged. It's fair warning, truth in 
advertising, honesty. Can you use the information in this publica- 
tion— without real understanding— to save you from some judicial 
werewolf? Can you simply fill in the blanks, file the forms, and live 
happily ever after? 

Sometimes. It happens. People who can't even spell "justice" 
sometimes make a "lucky shot" and win extraordinary victories. But 
it's not a regular occurrence. 

Don't depend on mere words and forms; don't depend on luck. 
Don't depend on Silver Bullets. Depend on you. Depend on your 
perseverance, your understanding, and your determination to seek 
Justice rather than unearned wealth or revenge. 



So. Are the theories and strategies in this publication Silver Bui 
lets? Maybe. Will they save your house or your car? Will they 
save your money, your job, your business, or your family? 
Sometimes, yes. 
Sometimes, no. 

But even if you lose, your efforts won't go unrewarded. In the 
end, the search for Silver Bullets may create something unexpected 
and more valuable than property or even relationships: it may create 
a human "Rifle" — a moral being endowed with understanding, cour- 
age, and character. Believe it or not, the continuing study of Law 
(not procedure, which the lawyers revere) will lead you to the con- 
cept of Justice, then to morality, on to religion, and finally, perhaps 
even to God. 

So good luck to you, ladies and gentlemen. You have begun a 
long journey and a challenging hunt. You may have started by looking 
for Silver Bullets, but you may end by finding, even creating, a person 
of real value — yourself. 

Ready on the right . . . 
(You're sure you're ready...?) 

Ready on the left...? 

(You're positive...? OK, then....) 

Lock and load. 




Fire! 
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Foreclosure problems? 



Common Law Lien 
Writ of Attachment 



by Alfred Adask 

Suppose you bought a $1 00,000 house seven years ago when 
the economy was strong, your job secure, and life looked great. 
You paid $20,000 down-payment and borrowed the other $80,000 
from the bank. Over the last seven years, you paid off another $20,000 
on the principle of the bank loan (leaving a $60,000 balance due on 
the principle of your mortgage), spent $5,000 installing a new roof, 
and the house appreciated in value from $ 1 00,000 to $ 1 50,000. You 
still owe the bank $60,000 on the principle of your loan, but your 
personal equity in your house is now $90,000 ($20,000 down-pay- 
ment + $20,000 paid on principle + $5,000 improvements + $45,000 
appreciation). 

Suppose you were laid off last winter, haven't been able to find 
work in your profession, and are now unemployed or so "underem- 
ployed" you can no longer afford the payments on your house (or 
farm, or car). After you miss a few payments, the bank holding the 
mortgage on your home may institute foreclosure proceedings, force 
a quick sale of your home on the courthouse steps for a substan- 
tially reduced price, and apply all (or most) of the proceeds of the sale 
to paying off the remaining $60,000 principle due on your mortgage. 

Typically, the foreclosed house is sold on the courthouse steps 
(often for just enough to pay off the mortgage) and the bank would 
receive all, or the majority, of proceeds of the sale. Unfortunately, the 
homeowner's down-payment, mortgage payments, maintenance costs, 
and appreciation is wiped out in the quick, cut-rate foreclosure sale. 
His $90,000 personal equity is vaporized. The new buyer of the prop- 
erty would get a great bargain, but it would be at the expense of the 
former home owner. Variations of this unpleasant scenario have oc- 
curred regularly (and generally without protest) during the past sev- 
eral years of the nation's economic decline. 

When you stop to think about it, it's curious that home owners 
take it for granted that if they fall behind in their payments, they are 
"honor bound" to forfeit everything they've already invested. Remem- 
ber, we're not talking about some homeowner who is too lazy to 
work, we're talking about a man who's unemployed and unable to 
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pay his bills because forces beyond his control (probably the gov- 
ernment) mismanaged the economy and precipitated a recession. 

Where is the justice in letting a homeowner invest a down-pay- 
ment, years of mortgage payments, and maintenance costs in a prop- 
erty, and then, when he hits a temporary low in his life (as most of us 
do, sooner or later), take the property away from him and essentially 
rob him of most of the money and years he invested in the property? 

Should that homeowner loose everything because the nation is 
in economic decline? Realistically, who caused the decline? Why 
doesn't the party responsible for the recession have to pay, rather 
than the victim? And why, if there's a general economic downturn, 
should the homeowner bear complete responsibility for the decline? 
Shouldn't the bank, or perhaps the government, also share in the 
losses? 

Common Law Liens 

Several pro se litigants have developed an unusual legal strategy 
that seems to stop foreclosures, or at least minimize their damage 
to property owners. According to Mark Zimmerman of Pro Se Liti- 
gants of Florida: 

"Check the case law [cited in the following lien form], and you'll 
see that a property owner can effectively lien himself to the property. 
I believe that the common law lien is superior to any other lien, and 
therefore, if this logic is correct, the homeowner must be paid first 
after a foreclosure, prior to any payment of an "Equity lien" to the 
mortgage holder (the bank or mortgage company). This would re- 
quire that after a foreclosure, the home owner first and in full, before 
the mortgage company is paid." 

As I understand it, this "common law lien" strategy calls for the 
owner of a property which is about to be foreclosed, to file his own 
"federal common law lien writ of attachment" naming himself as the 
lienor against his own property. 

That's the key to the strategy: You file a lien on your own prop- 
erty based on whatever investments or equity you have accumu- 
lated in your property. Because this is a "federal common law lien", it 
theoretically takes precedence over "equity" liens (like the mortgage) 
filed by local lienors (banks and mortgage companies). Therefore, 
under this common law lien strategy, when a property is foreclosed, 
the order of payment is reversed: the property owner is the first 
lienor to be paid from the proceeds of the sale, and would at least 
recover his investment in the property; and the bank is paid last. 

In other words, if a home owner filed his own "federal common 
law lien writ of attachment" naming himself as a lienor, he would not 
lose everything in a foreclosure, but could theoretically recover all 
of the money he had invested in the house. For example, our origi- 
nal homeowner's equity of 

$90,000 on the $1 50,000 house would be the first money paid 
from the sale of the house, and it would go to the homeowner. The 
bank would take it's share out of whatever was left. 

Mr. Zimmerman says this common law lien" strategy has been 
used twice in Florida and has stopped foreclosures cold — both times 
—"right on the courthouse steps". He also claims the strategy drives 
the mortgage holder or other lien holders absolutely nuts because 
they are effectively prevented from making a quick, cheap sale of the 
property to recover their loans (and sometimes make a quick, exor- 
bitant, unscrupulous profit at the homeowner's expense). Since the 
bank is last to be paid, and only receives whatever is left over after 
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the homeowner is paid his equity, the bank doesn't dare sell the 
property for less than its market value, since any reduction in price 
will come out of the bank's share of the sale. I.e., if the bank has 
$60,000 still due on the mortgage, and sells the $1 50,000 house for 
the reduced price of $1 25,000, the homeowner will get the first 
$90,000, and the bank will get only $35,000— causing the bank to 
suffer a $25,000 loss. This makes the bank extremely "reluctant" to 
foreclose. 

Further, Phillip Marsh (of the Pilot Connection) claims there are only 
three ways to remove a "common law lien" 1 ) wait 1 00 years; 2) have it 
removed by a "common law jury"; or pay it off, in full. If he's correct, no 
judge could arbitrarily remove a common law lien, and the only practical 
method for removal would be to pay the lien-holder. If Mr. Marsh is 
correct, it means banks and mortgage holders would be effectively com- 
pelled to pay the common law lien-holder first, and in full, before they 
could take any of the foreclosure money for themselves. 

Public Policy No. 1? 

At first glance, this strategy sounds delightfully effective, but a 
little too slick, almost wickedly so. After all, the bank is entitled to 
recover its loan when you fail to make your payments, right? Of course. 
To deny the bank it's right to collect its money would be an injus- 
tice, right? Of course. 

But the common law lien strategy doesn't create an injustice, it 
stops an injustice. Under this strategy, the bank can still foreclose if 
they must, but because it will be the last party paid, the bank can't 
afford to sell the house at a price far below its fair market value. 
Because the homeowner has to be paid first, the bank (which ini- 
tiates the foreclosure) must ensure that the house is sold for enough 
money so both the homeowner and the bank receive a fair return 
from the foreclosure sale. Therefore, this common law lien strategy 
would prevent injustice by inhibiting the bank from foreclosing and 
selling the house for a fraction of its value and thereby destroying 
(stealing) the home owner's personal investment and equity. In fact, 
this common law lien strategy would tend to make "partners" of the 
bank and homeowner who were compelled to work together to 
protect each other, rather than adversaries able to profit unfairly at 
the other's expense. 

Where's the injustice in that? 

So far as I can see, this "federal common law lien" strategy does 
not cheat the bank or anyone else who has a lien against the house. 
Everyone will be paid (or suffer similar losses), but instead of the 
homeowner being paid little or nothing, the homeowner would gen- 
erally be paid first, and in full. 

[There is an exception: mechanic's liens probably take prece- 
dence over the federal common law liens. For instance, if the roofer 
who put the $5,000 roof on the house had not been paid for his 
work, when the house is foreclosed, the roofer's mechanic's lien 
would be paid first, the homeowner's "common law lien" would be 
paid second, and the bank's equity lien (mortgage) would be paid 
third. Sounds fair to me.] 

In truth, the "common law lien" strategy is less a slick trick" than 
a real improvement in the quality of justice surrounding foreclosures, 
bankruptcies, et al. After all, why should the homeowner, alone, ac- 
cept a (nearly) complete loss in the event of a foreclosure? Why 
shouldn't the homeowner be entitled to recover the money he's 
invested in the home? 
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Moreover, this "common law lien" strategy is not merely good 
for the occasional homeowner faced with foreclosure, it's good public 
policy. Is it so farfetched to suppose that if banks couldn't profit 
from our individual economic misfortunes, there might a lot less mis- 
fortune? 

What would happen to our national economy if banks and mort- 
gage companies were effectively prevented from profiting from fore- 
closure sales during a recession? It might mean the banks would 
have a stronger vested interest in preventing recessions, rather than 
tolerating, and then exploiting them (as they do now). And if the 
banks took a more serious interest in preventing economic declines, 
wouldn't they also play a more aggressive role in exposing what- 
ever government idiocies ultimately cause those declines? Wouldn't 
that be good for everyone? 

If this "common law lien" strategy really works, it just might pro- 
duce some surprising, positive benefits for the entire nation. 

Caveats 

But. Does this "common law lien" strategy really work? Does it 
work always? Ever? And will it work in Texas or Oregon as well as 
Florida? I don't know, and neither do the folks in Florida who devel- 
oped 

it. Although this strategy has reportedly stopped two foreclo- 
sures "on the courthouse steps", it is uncertain whether the strat- 
egy will stand up under rigorous legal examination. 

It's entirely possible that the reported success of this strategy is 
based on the caveats" and threats of prosecution written into this 
common law lien. It's possible that no sensible official, faced with 
this lien forthe first time, would execute a foreclosure until the valid- 
ity of this new strategy (and the official's personal liability) could be 
determined. 

In short, just because the "common law lien" form looks slick 
and has scared a few officials, doesn't mean it's a legitimate (or fool- 
proof) strategy. 

So I present the "federal common law lien writ of attachment" as 
another "legal experiment" conducted by some inventive pro se's. 
Read it over, and if the strategy intrigues you, research and confirm 
the cases cited in the form, read up on the law in your area concern- 
ing liens in general (and common law liens in particular), as well as 
property descriptions, and so on, and then make up your own mind. 

The form might seem a little confusing at first glance, but just re- 
member that the various case numbers, dates, and names of lienors, 
counties, etc., must all be changed to reflect your specific case. Fur- 
ther, any of the [bracketed comments] are general descriptions of the 
kind of information that must be furnished at that point in the form. 

Bear in mind that the following "common law lien" form is said to 
work in Florida and may reflect a format required in Florida, but still be 
contrary to the rules of your locality. Before you attempt to use this 
form or the "common law lien" strategy, make sure both form and strat- 
egy conform to the legal requirements of your state and local courts. 

As always, the final responsibility for using any legal strategy or 
advice is your own, so be careful. But be inquisitive, too. There is not 
so much to fear in the legal system that we should be afraid to try 
new strategies, especially if our backs are to the courthouse wall. If 
you try this "common law lien" strategy and it works, let us know. 
Likewise, if you discover that this strategy is defective, or can be 
improved, tell us that, too. _ 
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Federal Claim of Common Law Lien 
and 

Notice of Federal Common Law Lien 
Writ of Attachment 
on Real and Personal Property 

(Date), 1 992 A.D. 
Notice To: 

Clerk of the Circuit Court for the Sixth Judicial Circuit of the State 
of Florida in and for Pinellas County; and Sheriff of Pinellas County, 
Florida; and (name), Vice President on behalf of (name of bank), Plain- 
tiff; and (name), attorney for the Plaintiff, and All Title Companies; and 
All Potential Purchasers; and all entities who may claim interest now 
or at some time in the future; and All persons known and unknown 
who may be similarly situated and All other concerned parties. 

You are hereby notified that a FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN WRIT 
OF ATTACHMENT ON REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY is now in effect 
on a certain parcel of Real Estate now of record in the Name of JOHN 
Q. PUBLIC, the LIENOR, on property located in Pinellas County, Florida, 
and known as (property address, city, state); and more specifically 
LEGALLY described as: 

[Here, the form contains the legal description of the property, 
including: the Lot number(s) according to map or Plat as recorded in 
Plat Book XXX, page XXX, of Public Records of (name of county) 
County, State.] 

Copy of this Federal Common Law Lien Writ Of Attachment On 
Real And Personal Property has also been filed in the following case 
file with the Clerk Of The Circuit Court Of Pinellas County, Florida: 

Case No: 92-XXXXX 

Pursuant to that certain agreement that JOHN Q. PUBLIC, the 
OWNER of the property, and JOHN Q. PUBLIC, the LIENOR, claims the 
attachment of the FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN WRIT OF ATTACH- 
MENT ON REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY is in the AMOUNT of: 

Thirty-Five Thousand Dollars ($35,000.00) 
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Memorandum of Law in Support of 

Writ Of Attachments are but another form of Federal Common 
Law Lien and supersede mortgages and equity liens, Drummond Car- 
riage V. Mills, (1 878) N.W. 99; Hewitt V. Williams, 47 La. Ann. 742, 1 7 
So. 269; Carr V. Dai\, 1 9 S.E. 235; McMaham V. Ludin 58 N.H. 827, and 
may be satisfied only when paid and/or property is taken in lieu of 
the monetary value and fully satisfied by said taking of property. 

The ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court in Rich V. Braxton, 1 58 U.S. 
375, specifically forbids judges (Titles of Nobility) from invoking eq- 
uity jurisdiction to remove common law liens or similar "clouds of 
title." Furthermore, even if a preponderance of evidence displays the 
lien to be void or voidable, the equity court (and Title of Nobles) still 
may not proceed until the moving party asks for and comes "to eq- 
uity" with "clean hands" based on the "Clean Hands Doctrine" And 
"Power Of Estoppel", Trice V. Comstock, 57 CCA. 646; West V. Wash- 
ington Sheriff, 1 53 App. Div. 460, 1 38 N.Y. Supp. 230. 

ANY OFFICIAL WHO ATTEMPTS TO MODIFY OR REMOVE THIS COM- 
MON LAW LIEN IN THE FORM OF WRIT OF ATTACHMENT IS FULLY LI- 
ABLE FOR DAMAGES AT LAW PURSUANT TO THE MANDATORY RUL- 
INGS OF THE U.S. SUPREME COURT IN BUTZ v. ECOHOMU, 438 U.S. 
494, 98 S/Ct. 2894; BELL v. HOOD, 327 U.S. 678; AND BIVENS v. UN- 
KNOWN AGENTS, 499 U.S. 388. 

This Federal At Law Lien in the form of a Writ Of Attachment(s) 
shall be valid, notwithstanding any other provision of statute or rule 
regarding the form or content of a "notice of lien", nor shall it be 
dischargeable for 1 00 years, nor extinguishable due to lienor's death 
whether accidental or purposely, nor dischargeable by lienor's heirs, 
assigns, or executors. 

Caveat 

Whoever attempts to modify, circumvent and/or negate this Fed- 
eral Common Law Lien in the form of Writ Of Attachment, shall be 
deemed outlaws and/or felons and shall be prosecuted pursuant to 
Title 42, United States Code Sect. 1 983, 1 985, and 1 986, and punish- 
able under the penalties of the common law at law and applicable 
sections of Title 1 8, United States Code. 

Demand is made upon all public officials under penalty of Title #42 
U.S.C. Section 1 986 not to modify or remove this lien in any manner. 



Judicial Notice 

WE HEREBY NOTICE this all parties and this Court that pursuant to 
U.S. Supreme Court case HAFER v. MELO, No. 90-681, November, 
1 991 , any judicial actions which violate the constitutional rights of 
individuals may be sued as a cause of action in civil litigation against 
those performing said acts, without any form of immunity. 

CIVIL RIGHTS - Immunity: State officials sued in their individual 
capacities are "persons" subject to suits for damages under 42 U.S.C. 
1 983; Eleventh Amendment does not bar such suits in federal court. 
(Haferv. Melo, No. 90-681), page 4001 . 

Respectfully Submitted in the Name of Justice on this day of 

(Month) 1992. 

Qohn Q. Public's Signature) 

(Lienor's typed name, address, and phone number) 
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State Of Florida 
County of Pinellas 



Affidavit 



BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day of April, 1 992, 
did personally appear John Q. Public, the OWNER of the property, and 
John Q. Public, the LIENOR, who being first personally and dully sworn, 
does depose and say that the information contained in this forego- 
ing Federal Common Law Lien Writ of Attachment on Real and Per- 
sonal Property is true and accurate. 

Further affiant sayeth not. 

(Signature) (Signature) 
John Q. Public John Q. Public 

"PROPERTY OWNER" "LIENOR" 



State Of Florida 
County of Pinellas 

The foregoing Federal common Law Lien Writ of Attachment on 
Real and Personal Property was acknowledged before me this day of 
APRIL, 1 992, by JOHN Q. PUBLIC, the OWNER of the property, and 
JOHN Q. PUBLIC, the LIENOR, who is personally known to me or who 
has produced his Drivers License as identification and who did take 
an oath and acknowledged that he did execute same. 



(Notary Signature) 
Print Name 



mm: Name. 
Notary Public State of Florida At Large 
My Commission Expires: 



Florida Short Form Individual Acknowledgment (F.S. 695.25) 

Type or Title of Document: 

Federal Claim of Common Law Lien 
and 

Notice of Federal Common Law Lien 
Writ of Attachment on Real and Personal Property 

Number of pages Date of document 

John Q. Public, the OWNER of the property; 
and 

JOHN Q. PUBLIC, the LIENOR 
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Common Law Lien II 



by Alfred Adask 



The June/July, 1 992 AntiShyster contained an article on a "federal 
common law lien writ of attachment" which reportedly stopped fore- 
closure proceedings "cold" —sometimes even on the courthouse 
steps at the last very last moment before the foreclosure auction 
was set to start. 

In essence, that "common law lien" strategy works something 
like this: The property owner places his own lien on his own property 
and thereby demands that he, too, be paid for any down-payment, 
mortgage payments, or property improvements that he's invested in 
the property, as well as any increases in the market value of the 
property since he made the original purchase. 

For example, if you put $1 0,000 down on a $1 00,000 home in 
1 980, paid $40,000 in monthly mortgage payments toward the prin- 
ciple, and invested another $1 5,000 in property repairs, then you 
would file your own lien on your own house for $65,000 —the sum 
of your investments in your home since you bought it. (If the house 
had appreciated in value from $1 00,000 in 1 980 to $1 25,000 in 1992, 
you could also add the additional $25,000 in appreciation to your 
Common Law Lien.) 

Then, if the bank or mortgage company tries to foreclose on 
your home, your twelve years of investment won't be wiped out 
since your lien must also be paid out of the proceeds of the foreclo- 
sure sale. Moreover, because "common law liens" reportedly take 
precedence over the "equity liens" of the bank and mortgage com- 
pany, you must be paid first, before the bank, out of the proceeds of 
the foreclosure sale. Because banks and mortgage companies are 
paid last, they are effectively prohibited from initiating a fast foreclo- 
sure at a vastly reduced price — if they try to sell the property for 
much less than market value, the price reduction comes out of their 
pockets, not the property owner's. 

Readers Respond 

Since I published the first Common Law Lien article, I've received 
additional information on the subject from a number of readers. 
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For example, Mr. John Bryant sent a brief warning entitled: "Don't 
Bank on the Common Law Lien Writ of Attachment". According to Mr. 
Bryant: 

"In an AntiShyster article entitled 'Common Law Lien Writ of At- 
tachment', Alfred Adask puts forward the novel legal theory that a 
man who has purchased a property with the help of a commercial 
loan possesses— contrary to the usual interpretation— a 'common 
law lien' on the property which permits him to be paid first for the 
value of the equity he holds in the property if he is unable to meet 
his loan payments and the property is foreclosed upon and sold." 

"Adask's intent in developing his theory is the very worthwhile 
one of overcoming the problem faced by many borrowers who fall 
upon 'lien times' and have their properties sold by their mortgage- 
holder: In such a situation there is no motive for the mortgage-holder 
to obtain a sale price over and above that which pays off the out- 
standing mortgage, since that amount is the maximum which the 
mortgage-holder can take from the proceeds; and this leads, in many 
cases, to a virtual fire sale in which the original owner loses most or 
all of his equity." 

"While Adask may be correct in his theory— in the sense, at least, 
that the courts will uphold [the common law lien] or the banks won't 
challenge it— the consequence of this theory will be that the cost of 
mortgages will rise because it will be more difficult for banks to un- 
load foreclosed properties, thereby raising the bank's cost of doing 
business." 

"Furthermore, there is no real need to try to implement the Adask 
theory: Not only would doing so throw all current mortgage con- 
tracts into legal limbo, as well as providing yet another juicy legal 
conflict for lawyers to exploit, but the foreclosure problem can be 
entirely avoided by mortgage insurancewhich is widely available and 
intended to prevent foreclosure sales, thereby avoiding the abuse 
which is so bothersome to Adask." 

Sincerely, 

John Bryant 

Florida 

AntiShyster Response 

First, the Common Law Lien is not my creation or my original 
theory. I received information on the Common Law Lien from Pro Se 
Litigants of Florida who claim to have successfully used the strategy 
and the document I published in the last edition. I merely interpreted 
their information. 

Second, Mr. Bryant seems to think I argued that everyone who 
has a commercial loan also "[automatically] possesses. 

a 'common law lien' on the property " Not so. You do not 

"possess" a common law lien when you obtain your commercial loan; 
you "possess" a common law lien only after you have filed one for 
yourself. 

Third, it's not clear that the cost of mortgages will rise if the 
Common Law Lien strategy is implemented. Banks exist to make 
money, the Federal Reserve exists to make money, the Federal 
Government's existence is to some extent based on a strong, na- 
tional housing industry, and all the people who make the various 
wood, electrical, and plumbing products that go into home construc- 
tion are also in business to make money. If the Common Law Lien 
strategy causes a small increase in business costs for banks, the 
free market and innovative entrepreneurs will find alternative solu- 



Common Law Lien Study Guide www.suspicions.info 



tions to the problems of private home ownership. The cost of the 
house might be decreased to compensate for the increase in the 
bank's costs; homes might be constructed in lower-cost increments 
(build a modest house today and add-on as finances permit); folks 
might go back to more do-it-yourself construction of homes; mort- 
gage periods could be reduced from thirty years to twenty— the 
possible variations are nearly endless. 

Any threat of higher mortgage costs would also be offset by the 
increased bank deposits by the public. Currently, a foreclosure pre- 
serves the bank's investment but essentially destroys financial wealth, 
investment, and equity of the individual. Hence, the current foreclo- 
sure practices reduce total amount of capital in the economy by de- 
stroying the homeowner's investment/equity. 

For example, under the current foreclosure system, if I have 
$50,000 equity in a property and that property is foreclosed, I may 
lose all of my $50,000. But if I could use a Common Law Lien to 
preserve my capital, I'd leave the foreclosure with $50,000 to de- 
posit in another bank. If bank deposits grew, interest rates and mort- 
gage costs should decline. 

However, the Common Law Lien strategy preserves both the 
bank's and the individual's equity in the foreclosed home. If a home 
is foreclosed, the owner doesn't walk away penniless, he leaves 
with his equity intact, in his own hands, under his own control, to 
use to build or buy another (presumably more modest) home as he 
sees fit without interference or control of a bank. 

This suggests the demand for homes might be enlarged by in- 
creasing the number of individuals who had sufficient personal wealth 
to reinvest in another home. Admittedly, after losing the first $ 1 00,000 
home, the homeowner's second home might be downsized to a 
$60,000 home— but nevertheless, he'd be able to buy anotherhome 
and that's better than being reduced to the status of renter or even 
homeless street person (the typical fates of most foreclosure vic- 
tims). 

How much money, how much wealth owned by individuals has 
been wiped out by foreclosures? What would our economy be like if 
that individual wealth had not been simply "vaporized" by foreclo- 
sures but had remained in the hands of the public? Would it cause 
inflation? Maybe. But it would surely swing a balance of power from 
the banks to the people because collectively, the people would have 
had more money under their direct control and therefore less need 
to borrow money from the banks. Although the commercial costs 
(interest) for mortgages might be increased by the widespread use 
of Common Law Liens, the public demand for mortgages might also 
be reduced (and with reduced demand comes reduced interest rates. 

The Common Law Lien's real, long-term significance might be that 
it will not only preserve the individual'swea\th that is currently lost 
through foreclosure, it will also reduce the public's dependence on 
banks. If that's true, then I can understand why Common Law Liens 
have been lost and forgotten by our legal system, and I can also 
predict that the government and bankers will make every effort to 
destroy the Common Law Lien strategy. (They can't afford to have 
the People runnin' around wealthy and financially independent from 
the banks— it looks too much like Freedom.) 

Institutionalized Injustice 

However, the economic consequences that might result from 
widespread use of Common Law Liens are insignificant compared to 
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the social benefits that might result from a reduction in "institutional- 
ized injustice" inherent in current foreclosure laws. The distinction 
between "institutionalized" injustice and "conventional" injustice is 
based on who commits the injustice and how society's institutions 
react to that injustice. 

For example, if I, as an individual rob another individual of the money 
he'd earned and saved over the past fifteen years, society will con- 
demn that robbery as an "injustice", and punish me for committing a 
crime. "Institutionalized injustice", however, describes a situation 
wherein individuals can be effectively "robbed" of their years of sav- 
ings by larger organizations, government agencies, and institutions, 
under the "color of law" and backed up by the courts. Institutional- 
ized injustice is perpetrated, tolerated, maintained, even encouraged, 
by those social institutions (like banks, or government agencies) 
which profitfrom the injustice. 

One broad example of institutionalized injustice would be the former 
segregation laws under which various social institutions (like govern- 
ment, schools, or industry) openly discriminated against Negroes; an- 
other example would be the current Affirmative Action laws underwhich 
various social institutions (like government, schools, or industry) openly 
discriminate against Caucasians. 

For this article, institutionalized injustice refers to the foreclo- 
sure laws which allow institutions (banks or mortgage companies) 
to "legally" rob an individual of everything he'd spent years earning 
and investing in his home, based on a relatively small, recent defi- 
ciency in his payments. 

Damages 

Under the existing system, the foreclosed homeowner may lose 
everything and thereby be driven out of the free market as a con- 
sumer. Under the Common Law Lien, the man who lost a $1 00,000 
home might still walk away with his equity intact. More importantly, 
he would leave without a sense of bitterness or psychological dam- 
age; he'd still trust his nation and society; and he'd still be a legiti- 
mate consumer in the private home market. 

While all of us may be somewhat damaged if Common Law Liens 
increase the banks' mortgage costs, aren't we also damaged by the 
psychological and economic impact of ruining a man's life, wiping 
out his equity in the principal investment of his life— his house? 
Wouldn't any possible increase in mortgage costs be offset by al- 
lowing the unfortunate homeowner to recover enough money from 
his foreclosed home to build or buy another, more modest home? 

It's obvious that a man who's invested in a home for fifteen years 
(or five years, or even five months) is entitled to his fair share of the 
equity if the house has to be sold. It's also obvious that it's wrong 
for a society to institutionalize a mortgage system that unjustly de- 
prives a man of his legitimate equity and the benefits of his invest- 
ments and personal hard work. And it's also obvious that no society 
can stand for long that tolerates institutionalized injustice. 

My People Perish 

For Lack of Knowledge 

What is not obvious, however, is an explanation for my own ig- 
norance. How did I get to be 47 years old without seeing for myself 
that it's wrong to wipe out a decade of a man's investments because 
he has six months of tough luck? It is likewise inexplicable why some 
politician, teacher, newscaster, neighbor, somebody, didn't tell me 
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about this injustice 2 5 years ago. Why is it that I can only learn about 
Justice in this society through a combination of Cod's grace, some 
dumb luck, and a fortunate communication with an improbable orga- 
nization like Pro Se Litigants of Florida? 

It is worse than strange to realize how blind I've been to in- 
stances of injustice as obvious as our current mortgage laws, and 
yet here I am, for all practical purposes, deaf, dumb, and blind for the 
first 47 years of my life. 

Come to think about it, how come you're so dumb, reader? How 
come you didn't recognize the obvious injustice in our mortgage 
laws? How come you didn't teach me about the injustice of our mort- 
gage laws, reader? In short, why are WE— all of us, the People of this 
nation— so cursedly ignorant of the law and blind to what should be 
"obvious" injustices in our society? 

Why, indeed? 

Is it an accident? Is our collective ignorance some kind of unin- 
tentional oversight on the part of the "Education President" and our 
various high school and college teachers? Maybe next year, they'll 
update the texts and teach everyone about the injustice inherent in 
commercial loan laws? I don't think so. Too many incomes depend 
on the public's collective ignorance. 

Once you see, really see, the obvious injustice inherent in de- 
stroying years of a man's diligent investments because he's had a 
few months of misfortune (often precipitated by a bad economy, 
which is caused by the mismanagement of the government, not the 
individual), it's impossible to explain your former ignorance of injus- 
tice as merely accidental". 

We can speculate about the cause of our ignorance another time, 
but isn't it obvious that "institutionalized injustice" (i.e., injustice that 
persists as a common, accepted reality within our various social in- 
stitutions) can only be sustained if public ignorance is likewise insti- 
tutionally enshrined? If injustice is dependent on ignorance, then in- 
stitutionalized injustice must likewise depend in institutionalized ig- 
norance (i.e., ineffective schools). 

If institutionalized injustice cannot survive except in a society 
characterized by institutionalized ignorance, then it follows that in- 
stitutions which profit from injustice have a vested interest in main- 
taining an ineffective education system. If so, we shouldn't be sur- 
prised that our schools won't teach our children about the law, nor 
should we expect to find much education on Justice in our other 
institutions (like churches)— and we don't. Which means, if you want 
to understand the concepts and consequences inherent in "Justice", 
you'll have to learn on your own, or seek education from sources 
outside mainstream educational and media institutions. 

But most importantly, once you really see a single instance of institu- 
tionalized injustice (like the current foreclosure laws) and you begin to 
develop a healthy respect for your own ignorance, you'll start wonder- 
ing how many other instances of institutionalized injustice you've passed 
daily, without seeing, for the last decade or more. In short, if I've been 
blind to an egregious injustice like foreclosure laws for the past four 
decades, how many other institutionalized injustices have I overlooked? 

The concept of institutionalized injustice is a little like the con- 
cept of space aliens— it's pretty hard to believe and easy to dismiss 
until you actually see your first Martian. But once you've seen one, 
you'd have to be crazy to believe there weren't two, or two hun- 
dred, or even two hundred million. 
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Variation II 

Another reader provided a complete copy of a second variation 
on the "Common Law Lien" which is more extensive, technical, and 
difficult to read that the first (the author of the second Lien tried to 
sound like a lawyer). Although this and last month's "Common Law 
Liens" are similar, there are significant variations and anyone study- 
ing one would be well-advised to consider the other. 

For example, while last month's lien was loosely referenced to 
Florida, this month's "common law lien" is partially based on Texas 
state laws. Perhaps a comparison of the two can help show some- 
one in Nebraska or Pennsylvania how to develop a similar lien for 
their locale. 

Further, the person who supplied this second Common Law Lien 
is not the author, but 

he suspects that one of the keys to making this (or any) lien 
truly fall under the common law" is the section that demands pay- 
ment in real, lawful money (as described in the Constitution and com- 
mon law) as opposed to the Federal Reserve Notes we currently 
use (which presumably bind us to the "law" of the Uniform Commer- 
cial Code while breaking our tie to the Constitution and Common 
Law). 

Finally, this second Common Law Lien differs significantly from 
the first (presented in the June/July AntiShyster) since each "Notice" 
is directed to a different party. 

In the first Common Law Lien, the property owner filed a lien 
against his own property and named himself as both the "Lienor" 
(the person who files the lien) and the "Property Owner" (the person 
against whom the lien is filed). Then notice of this lien was sent to 
the various court clerks, sheriffs, bank officials, etc., who have an 
interest in knowing the lien exists. 

The following (second) Common Law Lien is filed by the "Deman- 
dant" (who is the property owner) and is directed only to the "Re- 
spondent" (typically the bank or mortgage company who holds the 
equity lien on the property and is threatening to initiate foreclosure 
proceedings). 

Would this second lien work better if it were directed to court 
clerks and sheriffs as well as other lien holders? I don't know. Would 
this lien be defective if it were not directed to other government 
officials? I don't know. 

Without the original author's input and guidance, this second 
Common Law Lien is an unknown quantity. However, I know one 
person who claims to have used the following Common Law Lien as 
it is presented here to hold a powerful corporate law firm at bay for 
four years on a $450,000 property foreclosure. 

Nevertheless, I do not know if this lien will work for anyone else, 
in any other court, in any other state, at any other time. Like any 
other legal strategy, the final responsibility for using the "Common 
Law Lien" is strictly the individual litigant's. If you want to apply this 
lien to protect your own home, car, whatever, you'd better confirm 
every cite in this document (typo's and misstatements are not im- 
possible in the AntiShyster) and thoroughly study the subject of Com- 
mon Law Lien's before you commit to this strategy. D 
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State Of Texas 
County Of 

( Name of Property Owner) 

Demandant 

vs. 

( Name of Other Lien Holders: Bank Mortgage Company, etc.) 

Respondent 

Common Law Lien 
Notice and Demand 

NOTICE is hereby given that this Common Law Lien Claim is being 
filed in good faith as a legal At-Law claim (as distinguished form an 
equitable or statutory claim) upon and collectable out of real prop- 
erty commonly known as ( Property name) with the following descrip- 
tion: ( Legal Description/ Identification of Property) . 

PERSONAL PROPERTY: This claim shall operate in the nature of a 
"security" for the repair and improvement of the herein described 
property. This claim is made pursuant to the decisions of the United 
States Supreme Court (See Memorandum of Law). 

This Common Law Lien is dischargeable only by Demandant, or 
by Common Law Jury in a Court of Common Law and according to 
the rule of Common Law. It is not otherwise dischargeable for 1 00, 
years, and cannot be extinguished due to the death of Demandant, 
or by Demand's heirs, assigns, or executors. 

This Common Law Lien is for repair and improvement made by 
said ( property owner) between ( date) and ( date) in the amount of 
$ lawful money of the United State, a DOLLAR be- 
ing described in the 1 792 U.S. Coinage Actas 371 .25 grains of fine 
silver. 

The failure, refusal, or neglect of Respondent to demand, by all 
prudent means, the Sheriff of this County to convene aCommon Law 
Jury to hear this action within ninety (90) days from the date of filing of 
this Instrument will be deemed as prima facie evidence of an admis- 
sion of "waiver" to all rights on the property described herein. (Ne- 
glect to give reasons on the record for a refusal to call said court has 
been held a "waiver"; see law express and implied in / Campd 41 On., 7 
lnd.21). 

This Common Law Lien supersedes Mortgage Liens, Lis Pendens 
Liens and Liens of any other kind. 1 1 [Editors Note and not part 

of this writ : This statement may 
I. not be quite accurate; I've heard 

This is a suit or action at Common Law, and the value in contro- that mechanics liens may be su- 
versy exceeds twenty dollars. The controversy is not confined to the periorto common law liens and 
question of Title to Property, but to Demandant's Common Law Claim would be paid first, common law 
for the repair and improvement to the herein described property, liens second, and equity liens (of 
wherein the Demandant demands that the said controversy be deter- banks and mortgage companies), 
mined by a Common Law Jury in a Court of Common Law and accord- l ast -] 
ing to the Rules of Common Law. 



Memorandum of Law 

This Claim through Common Law Lien is an action at SUBSTAN- 
TIVE Common Law, not in Equity, and is for the repair and improve- 
ment of the herein described property as of (Date). 

Substantive Common Law is distinguished from mere "common 
law procedure". Lawyers and judges are misinformed to think, plead, 
rule or order that the substantive common law rights and immunities 
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have been abolished in Texas or any other state. Only "common law 
procedure" created by the chancellor/chancery has been abolished. 
This is to say, the "forms" of common law and equity were abolished 
(Kimball v. Mclntyre, 3 U 77, IP 1 67), or that the distinctions be- 
tween the forms of common law and equity were abolished by Rule 
2 of Civil Procedure (Donis v. Utah R.R., 3U2I8, 223, P 521.) 

However, the abolition of mere form, does NOT affect nor diminish 
our Substantive (common law and Constitutional) Rights and Immuni- 
ties (UCA 78-2-4, 5. 2), for substantive law (e.g. our INALIENABLE Rights 
and Immunities) have not changed with this state's adoption of Rule 
2, combining the court's form, remedial, ancillary adjective procedures 
(see Bonding v. Nonatny, 200 Iowa, 227, 202 N. W. 588), for matters of 
substance are in the main the same as at substantive common law 
(Calif Land v. Solloran, 82 U 267, 1 7 P2d 209), and old terms (words and 
phrases describing law and substantive procedures) used in common 
law can NOT be ignored (0 'Neil v. San Pedro Rl?, 38 U 475, 479, IMP 
1 27), the modifications resulting being severely limited in operation, 
effect, and extent (Maxfield v. West, 6 U 379, 24 P 98) for a total 
abolishment of even the purely equity or purely common law forms 
has NOT been realized, and must ever be kept in mind (Donis v. Utah 
R.R., supra.). Thus, a right to establish a "common law lien" is not, and 
was NOT dependent upon a statute of chancery rule for its creation as 
a remedy, and where the right to establish a "common law lien" is part 
of SUBSTANTIVE common law, our right is antecedent to creation of 
the "state" or its chancery/procedure which right runs to time imme- 
morial (Western Union v. Call, 21 SCt 561 , 1 81 US 765). 

We must be sustained in our acts, mere chancery, equity having 
NO jurisdiction so to counter: 

". . . if the facts stated (see facts related to our 'common law 
lien') entitle litigant (Demandant) to ANY remedy or relief under SUB- 
STANTIVE Law (supra.), then he has stated good subject matter (cause 
of action) —and the Court MUST enter judgement in (our) favor — in 
so far as an attack on the sufficiency of (Demandant) pleadings are 
concerned." (Williams v Nelson, 45 U 255, 261, 145 P 39; Kuhn v 
McAllister, 1 U 273, affirmed, 96 U 587, 24 LEd 61 5.) 

For "although lawyers and judges have (in their ignorance) bur- 
ied the common law, the common law rules us from its grave." (Koffler, 
Common Law Pleadings, Intro. Ch. 1 , West 1 969) 

The general rule of the common law is expressly adopted by 
Texas and is in force in this state and is the law of the land and by its 
operation can impose a common law lien on property in the absence 
of any specified agreement (see the law express and implied in the 
class of cases represented by Drummond v Mills, [1 898] 74 N. W. 966; 
Hewitt v Williams, 47 LaAnn 742, 1 7 So. 269 [1 894]; Carr v. Dail, 1 9 
S.E 235; McMahon v Lundin, 58 N. W. 827). 

The Magna Charta governs as well, retaining and preserving all 
rights antecedent thereto, which was restated in (1 ) Massachusetts 
Bay Charter, (2) Massachusetts Constitution, and (3) the Federal Con- 
stitution, (modeled after the Massachusetts Constitution), after which 
the Texas Constitution is modeled, all construed in pari materia, the 
State Constitution being a LIMITATION on the state's power (Fox v. 
Kroeger, 1 1 9 Tex 5 1 1 , 35 SW2d 679, 77 ALR 663.), the Constitution 
acting prospectively -declaring rights and procedures for the future 
but NOT diminishing rights extant prior to establishment of the state 
(Grigsby v. Reib, 1 05 Tex 597, I53SWII 24; Southern Paqfic Co. V. 
Porter, 1 60 Tex 329, 33 1 SW2d 42), and no new powers contrary to 
our common law Rights/Immunities were "granted" to the state. 
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II. 

Common Law Liens at Law supercede mortgages and equity Liens 
(Drummond Carriage Co. V. Mills [1898] 74 N. W. 966; Hewitt v Will- 
iams 47 La. Ann. 742, 17 So. 269; Carrv. Dail, 19S.E235; McMahon v. 
Lundin, 58 N. W. 827) and may be satisfied only when a court of 
Common Law is convened pursuant to order of the elected sheriff. 
Such Common Law Court forbids the presence of any judge or law- 
yer from participating or presiding, or the practice of any Equity Law. 
The ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court in Rich v. Braxton, 1 58 U.S. 375, 
specifically forbids judges from invoking equityjurisdiction to remove 
Common Law Liens or similar "clouds of title". 

Further, even if a preponderance of evidence displays the lien to 
be void or voidable, the Equity Court still may not proceed until the 
moving party has proven that he asks for, and comes "to equity" 
with "clean hands". (Trice v. Comstock, 57 CCA. 646; West v. 
Washburn, 1 38 N.Y. Supp. 230.) 

Any official who attempts to modify or remove this Common Law 
Lien is fully liable for damages. (U.S. Supreme Court: Butz v Economy, 
98 S.Ct. 2894; Bell v. Hood, 327 US 678; Belknap v. Schild, 161 US 1 0; 
US. v. Lee, 1 96; Bivens v. Unknown Agents, 400 US 862.) 

DEMAND is hereby and herewith made upon all public officials 
under penalty of Title 42, United States Code, Section 1 986, not to 
modify or remove this Lien in any manner. (This Lien is not discharge- 
able for 100 years and cannot be extinguished due to the 
Demandant's death or by Demandant's heirs, assigns, or executors.) 
Any Order, Adjudgment, or Decree issuing from a Court of Equity 
operating against to interfere or remove this At-Law legal lien would 
constitute direct abrogation/deprivation of Demandant's Texas State 
and United States Constitutionally guaranteed Rights. 

This Notice is give inter alia to preclude a jury trial on the certain 
claim, and to provide for Summaryjudgment on the said certain Claim 
should the Respondent admit "waiver" and refuse to call said court. 

The Said Claim Due At Law Is $ (Dollars) as of ( Date) for the 

repair and improvement of the herein described property. The sym- 
bol "$" means "dollar" as defined by the un-repealed (1 792) US. Coin- 
age Act, which is 371 .25 grains of fine silver for each "dollar" and is 
that "Thing" mandated upon the State of Texas by Article 1:10:1, United 
States Constitution. 

( Demandant's Name) demands all his Common Law Rights at all 
times and in all places along with those rights guaranteed in Magna 
Charta, Declaration of Independence, United States Constitution, and 
the Texas State Constitution. 

(Demandant's Signature) 

Demandant 



Jurat: I, a Notary Public for the State of Texas, residing at 

, witness on this day that the above person known to me, did 

execute the above affixed signature to this instrument, or that this 
is a true and correct copy of the original instrument. 

Date: 

Notary Public 

Date Commission Expires: 
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Nine points of the law 



Limits on the 
Common Law Lien 



by Alfred Adask 



The last two issues of the AntiShyster carried common law liens 
used to defend one 's home against foreclosure. As a result, I've 
received the following information which helps explain the applica- 
tion limits of the common law lien. This article may seem a little te- 
dious, but trust me, the information that follows lays a foundation 
for understanding the explosive legal strategy that 's presented in 
the next two articles on common law and commercial liens. 

I've emphasized some sections of the quotes with bold print; 
the italicized comments are my own interpretations of the meaning 
of the quoted sections. Bear in mind that as a layman, my interpreta- 
tions of the law may be a teensy bit less reliable than those of a 
lawyer or judge. 

"... A lien is defined as a charge against or interest in property 
to secure payment of a debt or performance of an obligation... . In 
general, the concept of lien is divided into three kinds of liens: judi- 
cial liens, security interests, and statutory liens. Those three catego- 
ries are mutually exclusive and are exhaustive except for certain com- 
mon law liens." 1 1 USCS 101 para. (27) 

A lien can be filed not only based on financial debt, but also a 
contractual duty or obligation. For example, suppose your ex-spouse 
defied the terms of an agreement that said you should have the kids 
for Christmas. There 's no financial debt here, but there is a duty. 
You could theoretically place a lien on your ex's property, based 
solely on the failure to perform that duty. 

". . . Ajudicial lien is a lien obtained byjudgment, levy, sequestra- 
tion, or other legal or equitable process or proceeding." 1 1 USCS 
§101 para. (26) 

"'Judicial' liens are those which are imposed through the courts 
— they require the active participation and approval of a judge. By 
inference, then, the 'security interest', 'statutory lien,' and 'common 
law lien' (mentioned above) are /io/i-judicial liens. These non-judicial 
liens can be filed simply by depositing them with a County Clerk - 
without the sanction or interference of a judge. 
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Case Law 

The following quotes are from Williamson v. Winningham, No.32735, 
Supreme Court of Oklahoma, Sept 9, 1 947. Cite this case as "1 86 
p. 2d 644" (i.e., 1 86 Pacific reporter, 2nd series, page 644). This case 
offers a great deal of insight into the nature and application of Com- 
mon Law Liens. Although this case was decided by the Supreme 
Court of Oklahoma, I assume the general rules outlined for Okla- 
homa are true for the balance of the fifty states. 

"[1 0-1 2] Under the common law, a right obtains to retain posses- 
sion of a chattel until a debt or demand due the person thus retaining 
it is satisfied. Possession is such a necessary element that if it is vol- 
untarily surrendered by the creditor, the lien is at once extinguished." 

Three points: 

First, "a right obtains to retain possession of a chattel" (the right 
to file a lien on a piece of property) can be based on a financial "debt" 
or the performance of a legitimate demand (or "duty",). This ability to 
file liens based on "duties" as well as financial obligations may give 
the application of liens an extraordinary political power; it might al- 
low private citizens to place liens on government officials who do 
not perform the legal duties of their office. The implications of this 
potential application are huge. 

Second, possession of the property to be liened is absolutely 
necessary to filing a lien "under the common law" (i.e., a "common 
law lien"). In other words, you can only file a common law lien on 
property which you legally possess; you cannot file a common law 
lien on property you do not legally possess. For example, you can 
file a lien on the home you live in (possess) but you cannot file a 
common law lien on your neighbor 's house because you don't "pos- 
sess" " it. (However, there are other kinds of liens which can be filed 
on property you do not possess.) 

Third, once possession of the liened property is voluntarily sur- 
rendered back to the property owner, the original "possessor's" right 
to file or sustain a common law lien is instantly "extinguished". 

For example, you can file a common law lien on your home as 
long as you 1 ) live there (possess the property) and 2) don't volun- 
tarilyvacate the house and surrender "possession" back to the bank 
or mortgage company. 

Again, a Common Law Lien is dependant on the issue of posses- 
sion. You must have legal possession as a prerequisite to file the 
common law lien, and you must maintain possession to keep the 
common law lien in effect. 

"[1 3-1 6] A common law lien arises by implication of law and not by 
express contract. Cincinnati Tobacco Warehouse Co. v. Leslie, 1 1 7 Ky 
478, 78 SW. 41 3, 64 L.R.A. 2 1 9. It is the right of a person to retain 
that which is in his possession, belonging to another, until certain 
demands against such other person are satisfied. A lien is a charge 
upon property for the payment or discharge of a debt or duty." 

It's not necessary to have an underlying, written contract be- 
tween two parties for one of the parties to file a common law lien on 
the other. All that 's necessary is an "implication of law" that an agree- 
ment exists between the two parties. The fact that the lien claimant 
(not the property owner) has possession of the property in ques- 
tion is taken as prima facia evidence of an existing agreement. 

For example, if you send your car to an auto mechanic to make 
certain repairs for a verbally agreed upon price, but you refuse to 
pay for the repairs, the mechanic can file a common law lien on your 
car so long as he legally possesses it. That possession will be "legal" 

Common Law Lien Study Guide www.suspicions.info 



until you pay for the repairs or until the mechanic voluntarily releases 
possession of your car. The fact that he has possession of your car 
is taken as implicit evidence that some kind of agreement was 
reached. After all, if there was no agreement between the two of 
you, why did you (the car owner), allow the lien claimant (the me- 
chanic) to take possession of your car in the first place? 

Apparently, the mere possession of a property by someone other 
than the rightful owner provides the "implication of law" necessary 
to initiate and sustain a common law lien. However, once posses- 
sion is voluntarily surrendered, the "implication" is lost, and the right 
to file or maintain a common law lien is gone. 

"[1 8] . . . legislative authority exists by statute to create a right of 
lien where no such right existed at common law. . . . And so statu- 
tory liens often exist where the creditor does not have possession 
of the property sought to be subjected to lien, thus differing the 
statutory lien from the lien at common law." 

If the auto mechanic voluntarily surrenders possession of the 
car to its owner, without being paid (maybe the check bounced), he 
has forfeit his right to file or maintain a common law lien. Neverthe- 
less, he may still file a "statutory lien" on the car he no longer pos- 
sesses to recover payment for the repairs he performed 

However, a "statutory lien" probably requires more tangible proof 
(perhaps a contract, eye witnesses, invoices for parts or labor used 
to repair the car), more evidence of the debt than a common law lien 
precisely because the mechanic does not possess the car. 

"[20,21 ] as no one can acquire a lien founded on his own illegal 
or fraudulent act, or breach of duty, . . . neither may a person right- 
fully in possession, where estoppel is plead and proved, be defeated 
of a right or lien by the owner's wrongful act of dispossession. 'A lien 
which arises by force of the common law may be, under special cir- 
cumstances, superior to prior existing contractual or statutory liens 
on the same property.' 33 Am.Jur. 436 §33, but the superiority stated 
relates solely to priority." 

The common law lien is dependant on legal possession of the 
property being liened, but this dependence does not allow the prop- 
erty owner to "wrongfully dispossess" the property from the lien 
claimant. In other words, the automobile owner can't extinguish the 
auto mechanic's common law lien by sneaking into the parking lot 
after dark and "stealing" his own car back from the mechanic. 

Once filed, the common law lien remains in effect until xh& claim- 
ant voluntarily returns possession of the property to the owner or 
agrees to extinguish the lien. This suggests that no one, not even a 
judge can remove a common law lien without the claimant's volun- 
tary approval. This further suggests that the common law lien is not 
merely "non-judicial", it's "extrajudicial" in that its power is even be- 
yond the immediate reach of ajudge. 

Once you file a common law lien, no one, not even a Judge, can 
remove that lien, except you. That makes the Common Law Lien a 
very strong legal device for private citizens. 

The fact that common law liens may be beyond a judge's power 
is probably part of the reason why this lien is regarded as "superior" 
to contractual or statutory liens. Apparently, the common law lien is 
even "superior" to other, previous liens, in that should a property be 
sold in foreclosure, the common law lien holder is normally the first 
one paid. This means that if your $200,000 home is foreclosed and 
the mortgage company is still due $1 1 0,000 on the mortgage, they 
can sell the house for $ 1 1 0,000— just enough to pay off their mort- 
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gage (lien)— and wipe out your $90,000 equity. 

However, if you file a common law lien on your own home for 
your $90,000 equity, you will be paid first out of the proceeds of the 
foreclosure. Even though the mortgage company's mortgage was 
filed years before, you'll get the first $90,000 from the sale, and the 
mortgage company will get whatever is left. You may still lose your 
home, but at least you won't leave penniless. 

Suppose the mortgage company sells your $200,000 home for 
$1 60,000: as a common law lien holder, you get the first $90,000 
recovered by the sale, and the mortgage company (who has a 
$1 1 0,000 mortgage) will receive only the remaining $70,000 and 
thereby suffer a $40,000 loss. Because the loss for a reduced-price 
sale of the foreclosed home comes out of the mortgage company's 
pocket, the common law lien effectively prevents the mortgage com- 
pany from selling the property in a "fire sale", far below market value. 
As a practical matter, this means the mortgage companies will be 
less likely to foreclose on a property bearing a common law lien 
since theywiU probably incur a loss. 

In summary, two important points: 

First, a lien can be filed not only to collect a debt, but also to 
compel performance of a duty. 

This vital information means a lien can used to compel perfor- 
mance that has been agreed to by contract. If you contracted to fix 
my car, but I didn't pay you, you could file a lien on my car to collect 
the payment. On the other hand, if you agreed to fix my car, but 
neglected to do so, I could place a lien (but not a common law lien) 
on your property-not for money -but to compel you to repair the 
car, to perform your duty, as agreed 

Second, possession, possession, possession. The common law 
lien is absolutely dependant on the issue of possession. If you are in 
lawful possession of a property that someone else owns, you may 
file a Common Law Lien on that property. However, if the property 
you seek to lien is not in your possession, then you may not file a 
common law lien, but must instead file a "security interest", a "statu- 
tory lien" or a "judicial lien". 

These two points, liens filed on "duties" and the requirement for 
"possession" to file a common law lien are central to the lien strate- 
gies and applications explained in the next article. D 
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1 86 P.2d 644 
199 0kla. 393 

WILLIAMSON v. WINNINGHAM. 

No. 32735. 

Supreme Court of Oklahoma. 
Sept. 9, 1947. 

Rehearing Denied Nov. 1 8, 1 947. 



Appeal from District Court, Tulsa County; Harry L. S. Halley, Judge. 

Action by Pierce Winningham, doing business as the Superior Auto 
Rebuilders, against W. F. Williamson to recoverthe amount due under 
a contract for materials furnished and labor performed in repairing 
defendant's automobile and to establish and foreclose a lien on the 
automobile for such amount. Judgment for plaintiff, and defendant 
appeals. 

Affirmed. 

1 . ESTOPPEL In action for amount due under contract for mate- 
rials furnished and labor performed in repairing defendant's automo- 
bile, complaint alleging that plaintiff was prevented from performing 
contract by defendant's wrongful repossession of automobile from 
subcontractor sufficiently averred estoppel in pais to deny liability, 
though word "estoppel" was not employed. 

2. TRIAL A demurrer to evidence admits every fact which evi- 
dence tends to prove in slightest degree and all reasonable and 
logical inferences and conclusions therefrom. 

3. TRIAL The facts that action is one of legal cognizance as 
respects establishment of debt and is tried to court without jury do 
not defeat rule that demurrer to evidence admits facts which evi- 
dence tends to prove in slightest degree and all reasonable infer- 
ences therefrom, when evidence is neither conflicting, inherently 
improbable, nor sought to be impeached. 

4. CONTRACTS Where petition declares alone on express con- 
tract and pleads full performance thereof, no recovery can be had 
on quantum meruit. 

5. LIENS Before a lien arising by contract may be decreed, con- 
tract with owner of property on which lien is claimed or his duly 
authorized agent must be established. 
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6. AUTOMOBILES One furnishing work or material in repairing 
automobile under oral agreement with person in possession thereof, 
other than owner or his agent, acquires no lien thereon, in absence 
of authority from owner to make repairs. 

7. AUTOMOBILES An automobile owner's pleaded and proved 
ratification of oral contract with another in possession of automo- 
bile for repair thereof is sufficient to establish contract, so as to 
entitle repairman to lien on automobile for work done and material 
furnished in repairing it. 

8. AUTOMOBILES An automobile owner's approval, adoption or 
confirmation of oral contract with another, in possession of auto- 
mobile, for repair thereof, at time when there is option to reject 
contract, is sufficient to establish contract, and owner's subsequent 
attempted revocation of such ratification is immaterial to existence 
of contract. 

9. AUTOMOBILES An automobile owner, viewing and approving or 
acquiescing in repair of automobile by permission of another in posses- 
sion thereof, became indebted to person furnishing materials and per- 
forming labor in making repairs and was bound byjudgment for amount 
of such debt and foreclosure of lien on automobile therefor, though 
his ratification of repair contract was not pleaded and express contract 
was not established. 

10. LIENS Under common law, person in possession of 
another's chattel has right to retain possession thereof until satis- 
faction of debt or demand due such person from owner. 

1 1 . LIENS A creditor's voluntary surrender of his possession 
of debtor's chattel before satisfaction of debt extinguishes lien 
thereon for amount due. 

1 2. BAILMENT A person lawfully in possession of another's chat- 
tel and making repair thereof by labor or skill for its protection or 
improvement has lien thereon. See, 42 Okl.St.Ann. § 91 . 

1 3. LIENS A common law lien arises by implication of law, not 
by express contract. 

1 4. LIENS A "lien" is a charge on property for payment or dis- 
charge of debt or duty, a qualified right, and proprietary interest in 
property of another than lienor. See publication Words and Phrases 
for other judicial constructions and definitions. 

1 5. BAILMENT A lien is legal right, extended to artificers, to satis- 
faction of debt from particular thing. 

1 6. MASTER AND SERVANT A laborer's lien is in full force and 
effect from and after time labor is performed. See, 42 O.S.I 951 § 
94. 

1 7. LIENS An equitable lien is not dependent on right granted ad 
rem, statute granting right in re, or possession of it. 

1 8. LIENS The statute providing that person rendering service 
to owner of personal property, lawfully in such person's posses- 
sion, by labor or skill employed for protection or improvement 
thereof, has special lien thereon for compensation, declares a right 
of lien already existing at common law and merely modifies incidents 
thereof, but legislative authority exists by statute to create a right of 
lien where no such right existed at common law. See, 42 O.S.I 951 , 
§91. 

1 9. AUTOMOBILES One furnishing materials and performing la- 
bor for repairing of automobile under oral contract with another 
than owner thereof, who acquiesced in such betterment of his prop- 
erty, was entitled to common law lien thereon, based on either ac- 
tual or constructive possession of automobile, though owner re- 
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claimed automobile from subcontractors, rightfully in possession 
thereof, and refused to return it for completion of repairs. 

20. LIENS A person cannot acquire a lien founded on his own 
illegal or fraudulent act or breach of duty, nor may a person rightfully 
in possession of personal property for repairs be deprived of right 
or lien thereon by owner's wrongful act of dispossession, where 
estoppel is pleaded and proved. 

21 . LIENS A common law lien may be superior, under special 
circumstances, to prior existing contractual or statutory liens on 
same property, but such superiority relates solely to priority. 

22. BAILMENT An artisan's common law lien for materials fur- 
nished and labor expended in betterment of personal property, of 
which he has right to possession in eyes of law by estoppel, may 
constitute a lien limited by statute. 

23. LIENS A lien created by mere operation of law arises when 
act secured thereby should be performed, but such lien, based on 
possession of property subject to lien, continues until possession 
is voluntarily surrendered or lien fails by lapse of time within which 
action on principal obligation may be brought. See, 42 O.S.I 951 , 
§§ 6. 

24. AUTOMOBILES A garageman has right to lien, arising by op- 
eration of law and based on possession not voluntarily surrendered, 
for materials furnished and labor performed in repairing automobile 
under contract, where action on principal obligation is commenced 
within limitation period and time prescribed by statute for preserva- 
tion of lien. See, 42 Okl.St.Ann. §§ 6. 

25. BAILMENT A lien claimant's filing of statutory statement with 
county clerk within 60 days after last furnishing of labor and material 
or supplies for repairing of personal property, on which lien is claimed, 
preserves priority of lien. See, 42 Okl.St.Ann. § 98. 

26. BAILMENT Where possession of personalty is actually or in 
eyes of law retained and property preserved or improved by perfor- 
mance of labor and furnishing of materials by person in possession, 
common law lien exists and endures without necessity of filing statu- 
tory lien statement with county clerk, if action on principal obliga- 
tion is commenced within limitation period and time specified by stat- 
ute for preservation of lien. See, 42 Okl.St.Ann. §§95. 

27. BAILMENT The filing of statutory lien statement with county 
clerk is necessary to preserve lien for labor or materials furnished 
for repair of personal property only as against priority of other liens, 
in absence of lienor's rightful possession of property, and failure to 
file such statement does not destroy lien, where possession is re- 
tained. See, 42 Okl.St.Ann. § 98. 

28. BAILMENT The word "deemed," as used in statutory provi- 
sion that person entitled to lien for labor or materials furnished in 
repairing personal property shall be deemed to have waived his rights 
thereto, unless he files statement of amount of such labor and mate- 
rials in county clerk's office within time prescribed, has significance 
of presumption or inference of fact not certainly known, but adjudi- 
cation from such failure is limited, not to existence of lien, but to 
waiver thereof in favor of other encumbrancers, and provision is 
inapplicable where possession of property subject to lien is not 
voluntarily surrendered by lienor. See, 42 Okl.St.Ann. § 98. 

29. AUTOMOBILES The attorney's fee allowed by decree fore- 
closing lien for labor and materials furnished in repairing automobile 
must be reasonable in amount. See, 42 O.S.I 941 § 1 76. 

30. AUTOMOBILES The statutory provision that party for whom 
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judgment is rendered in action to enforce any lien may recover rea- 
sonable attorney's fee is valid and available for protection of plaintiff's 
right in suit to foreclose lien for materials furnished and labor per- 
formed in repairing automobile. See, 42 Okl.St.Ann. § 1 76. 

Syllabus by the Court 

1 . Where a petition declares upon an express contract but 
negatives full performance of it because of defendant's wrongful 
act, a recovery for debt may be had upon a quantum meruit. 

2. One who furnishes material and performs labor for the 
repair of personal property, under oral agreement with a person 
otherthan the owner, or his duly authorized agent, acquires no lien 
against the personal property, but where the owner, with knowl- 
edge, has right of option, and approves an artisan's possession to- 
gether with progress of repair upon such personal property and 
thereafter wrongfully repossesses the property, he may not profit 
by his own wrong but is estopped to deny adverse possession of 
the property whereby a lien, as at common law, exists, reiterated 
and limited only by statutory provision. See, 42 O.S.I 941 § 91 . 

3. An artisan or mechanic, with right of possession for labor and 
materials furnished [1 99 Okla. 394] and used in repair, has a charge 
or lien upon the property, arising by law, See, 42 O.S.I 941 § 6, for 
the payment or discharge of a debt as a right qualified by provision 
of statute and existing after performance, See, 42 O.S.I 941 §94, 
subject to enforcement within eight months after performance, See, 
§ 95, id., and the lien so arising by operation of law and based on 
possession continues to exist when possession is not voluntarily 
surrendered, see § 25, id., orthe lien fails by mere lapse of time, see 
§ 25, id., or is defeated by other liens possessed of priority, See § 
98, id. 

4. The filing of a lien statement, See, 42 O.S.I 941 § 98, with the 
county clerk or the court clerk, See, 42 O.S.I 941 § 1 32, within 60 
days after the last labor shall have been performed or materials shall 
have been furnished, for the repair of personal property, the pos- 
session of which is not voluntarily surrendered, is not necessary to 
the enforcement of a lien arising by operation of law where, within 
time provided by statute, an action is commenced upon the principal 
obligation and for foreclosure, as the filing of such statement merely 
preserves such a lien as against priority of other liens and against 
the claim of innocent purchaser for value without notice, actual or 
constructive, where possession is not had by lienor or is voluntarily 
surrendered. 



Spillers & Spillers, of Tulsa, for plaintiff in error. 
A. M. Covington, of Tulsa, for defendant in error. 
RILEY, Justice. 



This action was commenced December 29, 1 944, by defendant 
in error, as plaintiff, to recover under an express contract alleged to 
have been entered into on October 24, 1 944, by and between plain- 
tiff and defendant, whereby plaintiff agreed to and did furnish materi- 
als and perform labor for the repair of defendant's automobile for an 
indefinite amount, reasonable consideration to be shown by item- 
ized statement to be, and which was, furnished defendant by being 
attached to plaintiff's petition. 

Plaintiff alleged that he performed the labor and furnished the 
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materials for the repair except the last item contained in the state- 
ment, an alignment of the front system of the automobile, $6.50, 
which was waived; that the alignment was being made under sub- 
contract when defendant wrongfully repossessed himself of the au- 
tomobile and refused to return it for completion of repairs. Plaintiff 
alleged that within 60 days thereafter he had filed a verified state- 
ment of the claim arising under the contract, in the office of the 
County Clerk of Tulsa County, Oklahoma; that he was entitled to a 
lien on said property in the amount of $1 36.85, from and after No- 
vember 1 , 1 944, the date plaintiff would have completed the repair. 

Plaintiff prayed judgment with interest, costs, and a reasonable 
attorney's fee; that the judgment be decreed a lien upon the auto- 
mobile, and foreclosed. 

Defendant, by verified answer, denied his authorization for ex- 
ecution of the contract; denied his authorization for plaintiff's per- 
formance of work or labor; and denied correctness of the account 
and the existence of the debt. 

A jury was waived; the cause proceeded to trial by the court. At 
the conclusion of plaintiff's evidence, defendant's demurrer was 
overruled; defendant elected to stand on his demurrer, declined to 
adduce evidence; and the court rendered judgment for plaintiff. 

The judgment was based on a finding that plaintiff had rendered 
service to defendant's automobile by furnishing material and per- 
forming labor; that the [1 99 Okla. 395] charges were fair, reasonable, 
and unpaid; that defendant had approved plaintiff's service upon the 
car, but defendant had wrongfully reclaimed his automobile. Ajudg- 
ment for plaintiff against defendant was rendered in the amount 
sought, with interest; a lien was declared upon the automobile and 
ordered foreclosed; plaintiff was allowed an attorney's fee of $50. 

The trial court erroneously found that plaintiff duly and properly 
filed his lien claim. 

There is no evidence of record that plaintiff ever filed a lien claim. 
Defendant in error, in his brief says: '* * * the case-made does not 
reveal a formal tender of proof of this fact * * *'. 

The trial court erred in declaring the judgment a lien unless 
plaintiff's right to a lien may be classified as a common law lien, rec- 
ognized by statute. 33 Am.Jur. 420 § 4. 

The evidence shows plaintiff commenced the work October 24, 
1 944. The action was instituted December 29, 1 944, and there is an 
entire absence of proof, either by exhibit or evidence, to show that 
plaintiff performed any work or furnished any material after October 
24, 1 944. Sixty days after October 24, 1 944 was December 23,1 944, 
at which time plaintiff's action was not yet commenced. 

If the lien decreed is sustained, it entails an estoppel in pais be- 
cause in fact plaintiff lost possession of defendant's automobile. 
Plaintiff plead that because of defendant's wrongful act in repos- 
sessing himself of his automobile, plaintiff was prevented from the 
performance of the repair. The pleading was sufficient as an aver- 
ment of estoppel although the word 'estoppel' was not employed. 

Facts established by plaintiff's evidence are that while defendant 
was absent from the City of Tulsa and defendant's automobile, in 
possession of defendant's father, was parked on the City's street, it 
was wrecked by action of a third person. Plaintiff was given permis- 
sion by defendant's father to repair defendant's automobile, under 
promise of defendant's father that defendant would pay for the re- 
pairs. Plaintiff made necessary repairs on defendant's automobile 
except as to the one item of alignment, whereupon defendant re- 
Common Law Lien Study Guide www.suspicions.info 



turned to the city, went to plaintiff's shop and expressed himself 
satisfied with progress of the work. The repairs at that time were 
completed except as to the front alignment of defendant's automo- 
bile, the defendant acquiesced in plaintiff's plan and arrangement, by 
subcontract, to complete the repairs. Defendant told plaintiff he 
was willing to sign a release of liability of damages as against the 
third party so that the cost of repairs might be paid by the third 
party's insurance carrier. Defendant thereafter changed his mind, 
declined to sign the release of liability and based his attempted re- 
vocation of ratification upon an alleged needful extension of repair. 
Theretofore, pursuant to plan approved, plaintiff had delivered 
defendant's automobile to the subcontractor for completion of the 
repairs. 

After actual possession of defendant's automobile was by plain- 
tiff delivered to the subcontractor, defendant wrongfully and with- 
out authority of plaintiff or the subcontractor repossessed himself 
of it. 

A demurrer to the evidence admits every fact which the evidence 
in the slightest degree tends to prove, and all inferences and con- 
clusions which can be reasonably and logically drawn therefrom. The 
fact that the action is one of legal cognizance insofar as establish- 
ment of debt is concerned and was tried to the court in the absence 
of a jury does not defeat the rule when the evidence is neither con- 
flicting, inherently improbable, nor the testimony sought to be im- 
peached. See, Benke v. Stepp, Okl.Sup., 1 84 P. 2d 615. 

[1 99 Okla. 396] The issue presented is whether plaintiff made a 
prima facie case entitling him to a judgment against defendant for 
debt and whether the debt constituted an obligation amounting to a 
lien such as might be foreclosed and an attorney's fee allowed. 

In an action where the petition declares alone upon an express 
contract and full performance thereof is pleaded, no recovery can 
be had upon a quantum meruit. Dunn et al. v. T.J. Cannon Co., 51 
Okl. 382, 1 51 P. 1 167. 

While the petition in the case at bar declared upon an express 
contract, full performance of it was not pleaded but negatived. While 
ratification of the contract was not specifically plead, without pre- 
cise objection by the adverse party, it was sought to be proved. 

Estoppel as plead was proved; plaintiff established the charges, 
constituting debt, to be reasonable. 

Before a lien arising by contract may be decreed, the contract 
with owner or his duly authorized agent must be established. 
Caldwell v. Overall, 1 86 Okl. 61 5, 99 P.2d 496. The right to such a 
lien depends upon contract. Deka Development Co. v. Fox, 1 70 
Okl. 228, 39 P. 2d 1 43. One who furnishes work or material in repair- 
ing an automobile under an oral agreement with a person possessed 
of such automobile, other than the owner or his agent, acquires no 
lien in the absence of authority, from the owner to make the repairs. 
Holland v. Whiteside, 1 71 Okl. 397, 43 P.2d 57. Nevertheless, a rati- 
fication of the contract by the owner, if plead or proved, is sufficient 
to establish the contract. The contract then exists under the doc- 
trine of relations. An approval, adoption, or confirmation of such a 
contract at a time when there is an option of rejection is enough, 
and a subsequent attempted revocation of ratification is immaterial 
to the existence of the contract. Swayne v. Union Mutual Life Ins. 
Co., Tex.Civ.App., 49 S.W. 5 1 8; Nowata Oil Syndicate v. Commercial 
Nat. Bk., 93 Okl. 6, 21 9 P. 339; Madill State Bk. v. Weaver, 56 Okl. 1 83, 
154 P. 478. 
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Defendant was bound to pay. That he has failed to do. His acts 
and conduct imposed that duty upon him; otherwise he would have 
been unjustly enriched. Therefore, assuming the objection to proof 
of ratification, not plead, to be sufficient, that the express contract 
was not established, yet under the estoppel plead, defendant may 
not be permitted to profit by his own wrong. When he viewed and 
approved, or acquiesced in the known betterment to his property, 
thereafter surreptitiously to reclaim it, he became indebted to plain- 
tiff. The judgment is binding upon him. 

As to whether the judgment constituted a proper charge upon 
the specific property or its proceeds as security for the payment of 
the debt and whether plaintiff had right to the allowance of an 
attorney's fee is a question of law. 

Under the common law, a right obtains to retain possession of a 
chattel until a debt or demand due the person thus retaining it is 
satisfied. Possession is such a necessary element that if it is volun- 
tarily surrendered by the creditor, the lien is at once extinguished. 
The existence of the common law lien is reiterated by the statute. 
42 O.S.I 941 § 91 . So that a person, lawfully in possession and mak- 
ing a repair by labor or skill for the protection or improvement of the 
thing, has a lien upon it. Jones v. Bodkin, 1 72 Okl. 38, 44 P. 2d 38. 

A common law lien arises by implication of law and not by ex- 
press contract. Cincinnati Tobacco Warehouse Co. v. Leslie, 1 1 7 Ky. 
478, 78 S.W. 41 3, 64 L.R.A. 219. It is the right of a person to retain 
that which is in his possession, belonging to another, until certain 
demands against such other person are satisfied. A lien is a charge 
upon property for the payment or discharge of a debt or duty. 
Nichols v. Orr, 63 Colo. 333, 1 66 P. 561 , 2 A.L.R. 449; Boston & Kan- 
sas [1 99 Okla. 397] City Cattle Loan Co. v. Dickson, 1 1 Okl. 680, 69 
P. 889. It is a qualified right, 33 Am.Jur. 41 9, § 2, a proprietary inter- 
est in the property of another. City of Sanford v. McClelland, 1 21 Fla. 
253, 1 63 So. 513; Small v. Robinson, 69 Me. 425, 31 Am. Rep. 299. 
The law gives the right, Andrews v. Doe, 6 How., Miss., 554, 38 
Am. Dec. 450, and it is a right to satisfaction of a debt from a particu- 
lar thing (id.) extended to artificers, Peck v. Jenness, 7 How., U.S., 
612, 12 L.Ed. 841 . It is in full force and effect from and after the time 
the labor is performed. 42 O.S.I 941 §94. T. J. Stewart Lbr. Co. v. 
Derry, 1 22 Okl. 208, 253 P. 485. 

An equitable lien is entirely different and not dependent upon 
either right granted (ad rem) or statute granting the right (in re) or 
possession of it. See, In re Interborough Consol. Corporation, 2 
Cir., 288 F. 334, 32 A.L.R. 932, writ denied 262 U.S. 752, 43 S.Ct. 700, 
67 LEd. 1 21 5; Jones v. Carpenter, 90 Fla. 407, 1 06 So. 1 27, 43 A.L.R. 
1409. 

The statute declares a right of lien already existing at common 
law. The statute merely modifies its incidents, but legislative author- 
ity exists by statute to create a right of lien where no such right 
existed at common law. Horace Waters & Co. v. Gerard, 1 89 N.Y. 
302, 82 N.E. 1 43, 24 L.R.A.,N.S., 958, 1 21 Am.St.Rep. 886, 1 2 Ann.Cas. 
397; Fox v. Seal, 22 Wall, U.S., 424, 22 L.Ed. 774; 33 Am.Jur. 432 § 24. 
And so statutory liens often exist where the creditor does not have 
possession of the property sought to be subjected to a lien, thus 
differing the statutory lien from the lien at common law. 

In the case at bar, plaintiffs right to a lien exists; the lien to which 
plaintiff is entitled falls within the common law classification. It is 
based directly upon the idea of possession, Roberts v. Jacks, 31 
Ark. 597, 25 Am. Rep. 584. Such possession may be either actual or 
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constructive. Miller v. Marston, 35 Me. 1 53, 56 Am. Dec. 694; Stewart 
v. Flowers, 44 Miss. 513,7 Am. Rep. 707. 

Plaintiff's possession of defendant's automobile, rightfully in the 
hands of the subcontractor, was constructive. It was a lawful pos- 
session; and as no one can acquire a lien founded on his own illegal 
or fraudulent act, or breach of duty, Randel v. Brown, 2 How., U.S., 
406, 11 LEd. 3 1 8, neither may a person rightfully in possession, where 
estoppel is plead and proved, be defeated of a right or lien by the 
owner's wrongful act of dispossession. 'A lien which arises by force 
of the common law may be, under special circumstances, superior to 
prior existing contractual or statutory liens on the same property.' 
33 Am.Jur. 436 § 33, but the superiority stated relates solely to pri- 
ority, Reeves & Co. v. Russell, 28 N.D. 265, 1 48 N.W. 654, L.R.A.l 91 5D, 
1 149; § 96, supra; Cookv. Oklahoma Auto Supply Co., 62 Okl. 202, 
162 P. 731. 

An artisan's lien for materials and labor expended in betterment 
of personal property, existing under the common law, where in the 
eyes of the law, by estoppel, the artisan has right of possession, 
may constitute a lien, limited by statute. Shefts Supply Co. v. Brady, 
1 70 Okl. 590, 41 P.2d 820; Basham v. Goodholm & Sparrow Inv. Co., 
52 Okl. 536, 1 52 P. 416; McGuyre v. Duncan, 100 Okl. 21 7, 229 P. 
199. 

As provided by statute, 42 O.S.I 941 § 6, a lien is created by (1 ) 
contract, and (2) by operation of law. The lien arising by mere opera- 
tion of law arises at the time at which the act to be secured thereby 
ought to be performed, § 7, id. The lien arising by operation of law 
and based on possession continues to exist until possession is vol- 
untarily surrendered, § 25, id., § 91 , id., § 92, id., or until the lien fails 
by the mere lapse of time within which an action upon the principal 
obligation may be brought. 42 O.S.I 941 §23. Robinson v. Exchange 
Nat. Bk. of Tulsa, D.C., 31 F.Supp. 350; Id., D.C., 28 F.Supp. 244; City 
Nat. Bk. of Lawton v. Lewis, 73 Okl. 329, 1 76 P. 237; Jones v. Bodkin, 
1 72 Okl. 38, 44 P. 2d 38. The action on the principal obligation was 
commenced well within the statute of limitations and also within [1 99 
Okla. 398] time prescribed by statute for preservation of the lien (8 
months after the work is done) § 95, id. Pacific Petroleum Co. v. 
Sunbeam Oil Co., 1 76 Okl. 293, 54 P.2d 1 054. A garageman is pos- 
sessed of such right. Riggan v. Faulkner, 1 84 Okl. 605, 89 P.2d 311; 
Norton-Johnson Buick Co. v. Lindley, 1 73 Okl. 93, 46 P.2d 525; West 
Allis Industrial Loan Co. v. Stark, 1 97 Wis. 363, 222 N.W. 31 0, 62 A.L.R. 
1485 (Bailment). 

As provided by statute, 42 O.S.I 941 § 98, a statement may be 
filed with the county clerk within 60 days after last furnishing of labor 
and material or supplies for the repairing of such personal property. If 
such a statement is filed, priority of the lien is preserved, § 98, id. In 
Jarecki Mfg. Co. v. Fleming, 1 23 Okl. 1 47, 252 P. 1 7 (see also Oil Well 
Supply Co. v. Farmers Nat. Bk. of Chickasha, 1 1 2 Okl. 1 7, 239 P. 585) 
we held that unless a statement is filed 'within the time aforesaid' the 
person entitled to such a lien and who has surrendered possession 
of the property is not protected as against innocent purchasers for 
value without notice, actual or constructive, 42 O.S.I 941 § 98, but 
the person otherwise entitled is 'deemed to have waived his right', id. 
The right considered and decided was one of priority. Plaintiff in error 
relies upon the rule in the case above cited. 

A materialman, and not an artisan or laborer, who there failed to 
file a lien statement as provided by law did not have priority as against 
the lien of a mortgage arising by contract. The materialman's lien 
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sought to be enforced was purely statutory as the materialman was 
never shown to have had or retained possession of the personal 
property. The case is distinguishable. 

Oil Well Supply Co. v. Farmers Nat. Bk. of Chickasha, supra, de- 
nied applicability of a lien created by statute as against the owner of 
a leasehold for oil and gas, for materials furnished or labor performed 
in the operations because of lien claimant's contractual relation with 
the owner only of the rig improved. As thus limited the materialman's 
lien, a creature of statute, preserved by the filing of a statement, as 
by the statute required, afforded no priority of lien for materials fur- 
nished subsequent to the lien of the mortgage. 

Where possession is actually, or in the eyes of the law, retained 
and the property preserved or improved by the performance of la- 
bor and the furnishing of materials a lien of the common law exists 
and endures without the necessity of filing a lien statement if an 
action is commenced within limitations upon the principal obligation 
as well as within time specified by statute for preservation of the 
lien. The filing of such a statement is necessary to preserve the lien 
only as against the priority of other liens in the absence of lienor's 
rightful possession. Failure to file such a statement, under the stat- 
ute relating to priority, does not, where possession is retained, re- 
sult in destruction of the lien. Terms of the statute provide that in 
event of failure to so file a statement a waiver of lien is to be deemed. 
'Deemed' as used in the statute has the significance of a presump- 
tion, an inference of fact not certainly known. However, that which 
is to be adjudged from failure to file a lien statement is limited not to 
the existence of the lien, but to a waiver of it in favor of other en- 
cumbrancers. But where possession is not voluntarily surrendered, 
the statutory provision has no function to perform. 

The decree foreclosing the lien of plaintiff is sustained. The al- 
lowance of an attorney's fee is dependent upon statutory provi- 
sion. Simpson v. Butts, 99 Okl. 1 68, 226 P. 332; Moore v. Calvert, 8 
Okl. 358, 58 P. 627. It must be reasonable in amount. Keokuk Falls 
Imp. Co. v. Kingsland & Douglas Mfg. Co., 5 Okl. 32, 47 P. 484; Coo- 
per v. Bank of Ind. Terr., 4 Okl. 632, 46 P. 475; Holland v. Whiteside, 
171 Okl. 397,43 P.2d 57. 

42 O.S.I 941 § 1 76 provides: 'In an action brought to enforce 
any lien, the party for whom judgment [1 99 Okla. 399] is rendered 
shall be entitled to recover a reasonable attorney's fee, to be fixed 
by the court, which shall be taxed as costs in the action.' 

The provision is valid and available for the protection of plaintiff's 
right. Bakerv. Farmers & Merchants St. Bk., 1 1 7 Okl. 93, 245 P. 555; 
Lesh v. Branch, 1 77 Okl. 211,58 P.2d 578. 

Affirmed. 

HURST, C. J., DAVISON, V. C. J., and BAYLESS, WELCH, CORN, and 
LUTTRELLJJ., concur. 

1 86 P.2d 644, 1 99 Okla. 393, Williamson v. Winningham, (Okla. 
1947) 

186P.2d644-186P.2d 652. 
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Office Phone: 
(303) 867-735B 



V.I. C.T.I. M.S.* 
Robert E. Haffkc , Chairman 
104 Bacher Drive, Morgan Heights 
Fort Morgan, Colorado 80701 



Home Phone : 
(303) 867-5276 



October 2T, 1992 
The Media 



Denver and Elsewhere 
State of Colorado 

RE: Why Should a Common Law Lien Be Placed Against Governor Roy 
Romer's Assets in Colorado? 

Greetings : 

As many of you know, this Morgan Heights/Wins low case is now 
into the 14th year. We V.I. C.T.I. M.S.* have been attempting to 
get Governor Roy Romer Co do something. He won't move. Last 
week, Mr. Winslow put a Common Law Lien on Governor Romer's 
Colorado property, which is located in Prowers County, Pueblo 
County, El Paso County, Denver County, Larimer County, Weld 
County, and Park County. 

Within this Common Law Lien, Winslow made clear allegations as 
to why he did this, and pointed out the breach of contract that 
Governor Romer violated in terms of Winslow' s rights, which 
includes all of us V. I. C.T.I. M.S. 

I am enclosing herewith some documentation to back up what 
Winslow charged in this Common Law Lien. 

If you need more information, you may get in touch with me or 
you may certainly contact Mr. Winslow or anybody else involved. 

This 13 year travesty should be spotlighted to correct the 
injustices that have taken place! 




Victims In Class Tragedy; Innocent, Mad, Sickened! 
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Common Law Liens III 



Lien Strate 



by Alfred Adask 



The last two issues of the AntiShyster presented common law 
liens that helped protect one's home from foreclosure. As such, those 
liens were essentially defensive in nature. 

The following lien, however, is an attempt to use the common 
law lien in an aggressive, or "offensive" manner. This lien was filed by 
a group of disgruntled citizens against Governor Roy Romer of Colo- 
rado in an attempt to compel the Governor to obey his oath of office 
to carry out his lawful duties as specified in the Constitutions of the 
U.S. and Colorado. Interesting concept, no? 

However, I don't think this application of the common law lien 
will work. 

I suspect this lien contains two fundamental flaws that will pre- 
vent its successful application. Nevertheless, if I'm right, those flaw 
are easily corrected (I'll explain how further on). If I'm wrong, the lien 
should be essentially valid as is. In either case, the significance of 
this lien is not in its details and possible flaws, but in the fundamental 
strategy of using liens ratherthan lawsuits to compel government of- 
ficials to actually obey the law! 

Above the Law? 

As a practical matter, private citizens can't sue an IRS agent, a 
Governor, judge, or even the President of the United States for failing 
to obey or enforce the laws. If we try to sue in court to compel our 
government officials to obey the law and perform their lawful duties, 
the judges routinely ignore our petitions and laugh us out of court. 

However, with the lien strategies (there are more than one), we 
don't try to sue a government official for failing to perform his lawful 
duties. Instead, we simply file a lien that lays on the official's per- 
sonal property and credit rating like a forty pound tumor until he 
voluntarily satisfies our demand to perform his lawful duty, and we, 
in turn, voluntarily agree to excise the lump. 

Of course, the lien places the official under no immediate obliga- 
tion to satisfy our demand that he obey the law. If he doesn't intend 
to sell his property, he can probably live with the lien for years. Like- 
wise, any government agent who has no need for credit to buy a 
new home, a new car, or a coat for his wife for Christmas, can also 
ignore our lien. However, in the real world of job transfers and physical 
mobility, few government officials can last for long with a lien on 
their property. 
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For example, I've heard that one man in Florida (using a slightly 
different lien strategy) filed Commercial Liens against nine IRS agents 
and was later taken to court by the IRS agent's wives. The wives tried 
unsuccessfully to remove the liens because the liens had compromised 
their credit rating — they couldn't go shopping except with cash. (While 
most IRS agents don't fear being sued for violating our rights, I won- 
der how many of 'em are tough enough to withstand the pressures of 
raging wives suddenly stripped of their right to by pantyhose on credit?) 

The aggressive application of liens depends on three factors: 

1 ) non-judicial liens can be filed by common citizens without the 
aid of a lawyer or the approval of a judge (you just write it up and drop 
it off with your County Clerk; 

2) Liens can be filed not only to recover financial debts but also to 
compel performance of contractual duties and obligations; and most 
importantly 

3) A public official's Oath of Office (to "uphold and defend" their 
state and federal Constitutions) is a specific performance contract which 
commits government officials to performing all of his duties as outlined 
in the Constitutions he swore to "uphold". 

In combination, these three factors allow private citizens to place 
liens on government officials for failing to perform their sworn, Consti- 
tutional duties. 

Because common law (and "commercial") liens may be simply filed 
with the County Clerks rather than processed through courtroom 
pleadings and motions, the courts are unable to shield government 
officials from direct attack by common citizens. Unprotected by the 
courts' favoritism, government officials may now be vulnerable to (i.e., 
"equal to") common citizens. Although this aggressive lien strategy is 
not yet confirmed, it appears to be an extraordinary political equalizer" 
and a powerful legal tool that will allow common citizens without in- 
terference from the courts— to compel government officials to obey 
the law. The potential is extraordinary. 

Halt!— Or I'll Lien! 

The following lien was filed by Mr. Rainsford Winslow, a member of 
V.I. C.T.I. M.S. (Victims In Class Tragedy; Innocent, Mad, Sickened!). This 
organization represents over one hundred people involved in a case 
that started in 1 979 when Mr. Winslow (a real estate developer) re- 
ceived a court order to make certain road improvements on a subdivi- 
sion, and then appealed. 

The Winslow group claims to have been threatened by $1 million 
false judgments issued in whole or in part by a judge they claim to be 
constitutionally ineligible to hear the case. They repeatedly petitioned 
the Colorado Supreme Court to grant them an appeal but their peti- 
tions were refused. Recently, they appealed to Colorado's Governor 
to intercede on their behalf but Governor Romer also ignored their 
requests. 

Therefore, on October 8, 1992, in an effort to compel Governor 
Romer to compel the Supreme Court to grant an appeal, the group 
paid $20 and filed the following common law lien with the Denver County 
Clerk. (Later, they filed identical liens in six other counties, as well.) 
Note that in all seven filings, they did not go to court. They simply did 
their research, wrote the lien, had it notarized, paid the $20 filing fee, 
and filed it with the seven County Clerks without any interference from 
the courts. 

The Winslow lien reads something like a story and is fairly self- 
explanatory: _ 
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VERIFIED BREACH OF SPECIFIC 
PERFORMANCE CONTRACT 
COMMON LAW LIEN 



On January 8, 1 991 , Governor Roy Romer signed his Oath of Of- 
fice which is also known as a SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE CONTRACT 
made between himself and WE THE PEOPLE, which includes Rainsford 
J. Winslow, his wife, Winifred, his children and grandchildren, and the 
applicable member of the Morgan Heights Class, all of who are known 
as V.I. C.T.I. M.S. (Victims In Class Tragedy; Innocent, Mad, Sickened!). 
Within this Oath/Specific Performance Contract, Governor Romer 
agreed to uphold the U.S. and Colorado Constitutions. Governor 
Romer BREACHED these two Constitutions, both before and after 
he signed the Oath/Specific Performance Contract, which was wit- 
nessed byjustice Luis Rovira, harming V.I. C.T.I. M.S in different de- 
grees. He did this knowingly and willfully, which could be OBSTRUC- 
TION OF JUSTICE as defined in the Colorado Criminal Code, CRS 1 8-8- 
1 02. A copy of this Specific Performance Contract is attached here- 
with and is adopted by reference herein as though fully set forth. 

How does Winslow know Governor Romer did this "knowingly 
and willfully"? Because he, Winslow, contacted Governor Romer's then 
Legal Advisor, Ken Salazar, at least five times, with no action. Forced 
Class Member Attorney Raymond C. Johnson, a long time friend of 
Roy Romer and a law firm colleague of Romer who campaigned for 
Romer in 1 986, made a formal request to have a face-to-face meet- 
ing with the Governor to help settle the 1 0 year brouhaha. Romer 
DENIED the meeting. The V.F.W., the American Legion, and the Dis- 
abled American Veterans, all wrote letters to Governor Romer, seek- 
ing assistance in settling this disgraceful Class Action case. Gover- 
nor Romer DID NOT respond to any of these three letters seeking 
help. That's how Winslow knows Governor Romer's actions on this 
case were "willful and knowingly" brushed under the rug. 



The Morgan Heights Class and the Winslows Denied Fair Trial 
Before an Impartial Judge 

SIXTEEN Colorado Judicial Officers said by word or deed, that 
Morgan County District Judge James R. Leh was biased and preju- 
diced. Here are the 1 6: 1 

Two Colorado District Judges, Four Attorneys, Ten Members of 
the Colorado Judicial Conduct Discipline Commission. 

The Colorado Judicial Discipline Commission has one job: Re- 
view the conduct/misconduct of all Colorado Judges. On January 
1 4, 1 983, this Commission FORCED Judge Leh to disqualify himself. 



1 Editor's note, I've retained 
the categories of officers, but 
deleted their names as they're 
not critical to understanding 
this lien. 
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This, in itself, PROVES the bias/prejudice of Judge Leh. No Court, no 
Judge, no Lawyer, NOBODY said Judge Leh was impartial. 

It is a Legal Maxim that Judgments issued without due process 
are VOID. Since the cornerstone of due process is the impartial Judge, 
V.I. C.T.I. M.S. were denied due process, making the Judgments by 
Judge Leh VOID, and can be collaterally attacked at any time — no 
time limit. Numerous Colorado District Courts, the Colorado Court 
of Appeals, and the Colorado Supreme Court have had ample facts 
before them to grant the Morgan Heights Class/Winslows a NEW TRIAL, 
but refused to even look at the issue. Thus, these Colorado Courts 
violated the U.S. /Colorado Constitutions, which all Judges are obli- 
gated to follow. No Court, no Judge, no Lawyer, NOBODY said the 
Morgan Height Class/Winslows had an impartial Judge! 

Morgan Heights Class/Winslows 
Issued Counterfeit Judgments 
by Two Bogus Judges! 

Retired Court of Appeal Judges Ralph H. Coyte and Harry S. 
Silverstein, Jr., were wrongfully appointed to be Senior Judges by a 
Colorado Chief Justice of the Supreme Court. These appointments 
violated the Colorado Constitution, Art VI, Sect.s 5(3)(b) and 1 8, which 
say that only Retired Supreme Court Justices, Retired District Judges, 
Retired Probate Judges, and Retired Juvenile Judges, can be Senior 
Judges. Since Retired Court of Appeal Judges are not mentioned, 
they are EXCLUDED. The Chief Justice who appointed "Judges" Coyte 
and Silverstein erred. 

What makes this whole matter so unfair and unjust, is that these 
two "Judges" have issued approximately ONE MILLION DOLLARS in 
illegal Judgments, harming V.I. C.T.I. M.S. It is undisputed that a Non- 
Judge cannot issue a valid Judgment. 

Here Is How Victims Have 
Suffered Over 1 3 Years 

1. Class Members have had their homes foreclosed upon and 
many have had to go into bankruptcy. 

2. Over 55 Class Members have been swindled by the Class At- 
torney by paying illegal attorney fees. 

3. Many Class Members sold their homes below market value, 
because of this Class Action Lawsuit. 

4. The Winslows have lost both their home in Fort Morgan and 
their home in Denver, illegally, and are now HOMELESS. 

5. The Morgan Height Class Members voted 1 1 6 FOR settlement, 
with only 28 AGAINST, 81% to 1 9%. Neither the Colorado Courts not 
the Class Attorney would permit settlement. 

6. Winslow was put in Federal Prison illegally. 

7. All of the V.I. C.T.I. M.S. have been restrained of their liberty 
more so than the public generally. 

8. All of the Winslows' property has been tied up in by the U.S. 
Bankruptcy Court Trustee and have lost of their income property in 
violation of due process. 

9. Right now, Winslow is being threatened with Criminal Con- 
tempt Charges by a Federal Judge. The U.S. Attorney was ORDERED 
to prosecute Winslow. Winslow denies any criminal intent and will 
fight this. 

1 0. The Winslow children were FORCED to "fight"the\r parents as 
lawsuit adversaries. 



Common Law Lien Study Guide www.suspicions.info 



Governor Roy R. Rower 
is Obligated to Correct these 
Constitutional Violations 

Here is the authority for Governor Romer to correct this ONE 
MILLION DOLLAR ERROR which has caused "legal torture" in different 
degrees to all V.I.C.T.I.M.S. 

Constitution of Colorado, Article IV -Executive Department: 
"Section 2. Governor Supreme Executive. The Supreme Execu- 
tive Power of the State shall be vested in the Governor, who shall 
take care that the laws be faithfully executed." 

Colorado Governor/Legislature 
Cover Up Judicial Error with 
House Bill 90-1087 

On April 5, 1 990, Governor Romer signed HB 90-1 087, which has 
this title: Concerning Benefits for Members of the Public Employees' 
Retirement Association. Within this law, (CRS 1 3-4-1 0 1 & 1 3-4-1 04.5) 
gives the Colorado Chief Justice authority to appoint Retired Court 
of Appeal Judges to be Seniorjudges and accept temporary judicial 
duties. This PROVES the Colorado Constitution does not give Re- 
tired Court of Appeal Judges the right to be Senior Judges, because 
had the Colorado Constitution permitted Retired Court of Appeal 
Judges to be Senior Judges, this law would have been unnecessary. 
Besides, what in effect happened, was that the Governor/Legisla- 
ture "amended" the Constitution, which only WE THE PEOPLE can do. 

There is another violation in that the title quoted above does 
not match the full contents of HB 90-1 087, which also VIOLATES the 
Colorado Constitution Article V, which follows in its entirety: 

Section 21, Bill to Contain but One Subject— Expressed in the 
Title. No Bill, except General Appropriations Bills, shall be passed 
containing more than one subject, which shall be clearly expressed 
in its title; but if any subject shall be embraced in any act which shall 
not be expressed in the title, such act shall be void only as to so 
much thereof as shall not be so expressed. 

Another area of error is the fact that V.I.C.T.I.M.S., including the 
Winslows, did not get due process of law as mandated, not only by 
the Colorado Constitution, but the U.S. Constitution. Here's what 
the Colorado Constitution, Article II says about this: 

Section 25. Due Process of Law— No person shall be deprived of 
life, liberty, or property, without due process of law. 

The U.S. Constitution, Amendments 5 and 1 4 say exactly the same 
thing. All V.I.C.T.I.M.S. were denied due process because they didn't 
have an impartial Judge and they are also subjected to illegal judg- 
ments from two Non-Judges. All V.I.C.T.I.M.S. either lost or had their 
property damaged by this insidious class Action Lawsuit. 

He, Governor Romer, could correct this by requiring the Colo- 
rado Supreme Court to 

GRANT V.I.C.T.I.M.S. a NEW TRIAL. With the power that Governor 
Romer has as mandated by the Colorado Constitution, Article IV 
clearly say that Governor Romer shall take care that the laws be faith- 
fully executed. 



This Specific Performance Contract Common Law Lien Covers 
These Governor Romer Properties 2 

Banks (all Romer Bank Accounts in Colorado); 1 2 Corporations; 
8 Partnerships; Mineral Rights (Romer owns 1 /8 interest in 2 proper- 



2 Editor 's note: I've included 
the categories and numbers of 
Properties listed on this lien, but 
I've deleted the names of the 
individual properties. 
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ties with a total acreage of 780 acres); Buildings/Land (6 properties 
mentioned); Ranch Land (Baily Ranch, consisting of 325 acres); State 
Land Lease (approx 320 acres). 

What V.I. C.T.I. M.S. 

and the Winslows 
Seek From Governor Roy Romer 

It is undisputed that the Applicable Morgan Heights Class Mem- 
ber and the Winslows, known as V.I. C.T.I. M.S. did not get a fair trial 
before an impartial Judge. What they seek from Governor Romer is 
to have him require the Colorado Supreme Court follow the law and 
grant V.I. C.T.I. M.S. a NEW TRIAL in the Washington County District 
Court, Akron, Colorado, with an impartial Judge and an impartial jury. 

V.I.C.T.I.M.S. do not seek any money damages from Governor Romer, 
nor punitive damages. All they want is their RIGHT to have a NEW TRIAL, 
which Governor is obliged to make certain V.I.C.T.I.M.S. get. 

This Colorado Supreme Court erred and violated the law to the 
detriment of V.I.C.T.I.M.S.. Governor Romer is obligated to correct 
this error by instructing the Colorado Supreme Court to grant 
V.I.C.T.I.M.S. a NEW TRIAL in Washington County District Court, Ak- 
ron, Colorado, the nearest District Court to Morgan County, for con- 
venience of the parties/witnesses. Morgan County is unacceptable 
because of the enormous publicity over 1 3 years of the Morgan 
Heights case, making a FAIR TRIAL impossible. 

When there is an Order from the Colorado Supreme Court GRANT- 
ING the new trial, Winslows will make certain that this Common Law 
Lien encumbering the above properties, will be released. 

This lien is a drastic measure, but every other remedy V.I.C.T.I.M.S. 
has attempted has failed. This Lien action is not malicious or vexa- 
tious, it is neither frivolous nor groundless, it is being recorded in 
the applicable Counties IN GOOD FAITH to assure JUSTICE for more 
than 1 50 V.I.C.T.I.M.S. who have been denied this RIGHT for more 
than THIRTEEN YEARS! 

VERIFICATION 

This Common Law Lien is signed under oath and under penalty of 
perjury, to be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth. 
Because it is Verified, everything present must be accepted as true. 

CONCLUSION 

V.I.C.T.I.M.S. pray that Governor Roy Romerwill require the Colo- 
rado Supreme Court to follow the law. The Governor of Colorado 
must do this as mandated by the Colorado Constitution, Article IV, 
Section 2, which mandates that the Governor shall take care that the 
laws of Colorado are faithfully executed. When the NEW TRIAL OR- 
DER comes down from the Colorado Supreme Court, it is believed 
this entire Morgan Heights/Winslow Class Action thirteen year quag- 
mire will SETTLE quickly. 



Rainsford J.Winslow, 

United States of America/Colorado Citizen 
Post Office Box 250, Fort Morgan, CO 
807001 
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FLAWS? 



I see two fundamental problems in Mr. Winslow's "Verified Breach 
of Specific Performance Contract Common Law Lien" which will com- 
plicate and probably invalidate the lien's intended use. 

First, Mr. Winslow stated the lien's purpose is to compel Colo- 
rado Governor Romer to order the Colorado Supreme Court to re- 
verse itself and grant the Winslows a new trial. Trying to compel a 
Governor (of the Executive branch) to give orders to the Supreme 
Court (in the Judicial Branch) raises the issue of Separation of Pow- 
ers. 

It strikes me that placing a lien on a member of one branch of 
government as a device to compel obedience from 

someone in another branch of government invites confusion, 
complication, litigation, more lawyer fees, and a more distant settle- 
ment. At best, that's bad tactics. Unless there's no alternative, I sus- 
pect that the lien would be better filed on the relevant judges or 
perhaps the Judicial Conduct Commission. 

The second, and more important problem is that Mr. Winslow's 
lien is filed on Governor Romer's bank accounts, businesses, corpo- 
rations, and ranch— all properties which the Winslow group does not 
possess. According to the Oklahoma Supreme Court case of 
Williamson v. WinninghamO 86 p. 2d 644; cited in a previous article), 
common law lien's can only be filed on property that the lien claim- 
ants legally possess. Since neither Winslow nor his group have legal 
possession of any of the Governor's specified properties, the com- 
mon law lien is legally inappropriate for this situation. 

However, if the common law lien is inappropriate, that flaw is 
easily mended. Instead of filing a common law lien, the Winslows 
should use essentially the same strategy (based on the Oath of Of- 
fice as specific performance contract"), but they should file a "COM- 
MERCIAL LIEN". While the common law lien appears to be primarily a 
"defensive" lien used to "defend" property which you possess, the 
"commercial lien" is an aggressive lien intended to "attack" an adver- 
sary without regard for whether you own property and are trying to 
defend it. The Commercial Lien Strategy has been reported in sev- 
eral issues of the AntiShyster. 



V 
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Federal 

Common Law Liens? 



Although most states ground their common law in English tradi- 
tions reaching back beyond the Magna Charta (1 21 5 A. D.), some 
states do not. For example, much of the common law of Texas is 
derived from that of Spain since Texas was originally part of Mexico. 
Louisiana's common law is colored by its original status as a prop- 
erty of France. These variations tend to support the argument that 
common law varies from state to state and therefore, a common law 
application that works in one state might fail in a second if it does 
not precisely conform to the second state's common law. 

Further, given the centuries-old traditions inherent in most com- 
mon law, some people argue that our Federal government (which 
had no historic precedent and is a mere 200 years old) has no "com- 
mon law" other than the Constitution. Pending proof to the contrary 
I am inclined to agree with that argument. 

Nevertheless, even though there is some question as to whether 
there is any such thing as a " Federal common law" several of the 
following liens are styled as "Federal Common Law Liens" 

I asked the author of the first "Federal Common Law Lien" I re- 
ceived if there might not be some mistake. He assured me that his 
heading was absolutely appropriate in the state of Georgia and so, 
with some appropriate state-specific disclaimers, I published his lien. 
Since then I've seen several more "Federal Common Law Liens "from 
a variety of states. Although I still wonder if there is such an animal, 
I have been tentatively persuaded that— based on their numbers 
alone— these "Federal Common Law Liens" may have a foundation in 
fact. 

However, when I assembled this publication, I re-read my first 
"Federal Common Law Lien," and discovered that on the last page, 
the original author referred to it as a "Federal Claim of Common Law 
Lien". Somehow, either the original author failed to include the words 
"Claim of" in the heading of the lien he sent to me, or perhaps I inad- 
vertently deleted those words when I entered the lien into my com- 
puter. In any case, the entire " Federal Common Law Lien" question 
may be based on little more than a misprint in my own publication. 

POINT: We all make mistakes, so don't trust anything you read 
here unless you confirm it independently in a law library. 

POINT: I still doubt that there is a lawful instrument called a " Fed- 
eral Common Law Lien ", but am inclined to believe there may be a 
legitimate "Federal Claim of Common Law Lien". However, I do not 
yet know which heading, if either, is correct. 

So again, and as always, it's up to you to do the necessary backup 
research to confirm the language, details, and law of any lien you 
intend to use. 
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UNDER THE UNITED STATES 
COMMON-LAW 



IN RE: 

WADE PARKER, * LIEN 

DEMANDANT, 

* 

and * NOTICE AND DEMAND 

COLONIAL SAVINGS and 
FORT WORTH MORTGAGE, 
RESPONDENT. 



FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN 



I. PARTIES: 

A: WADE PARKER, Demandant, 2117 Austin Drive, Carrollton, Texas 
uSA 75006 (TDC) 

B: COLONIAL SAYINGS and FORT WORTH MORTGAGE, DRAWER 
2988, FORTH WORTH, TEXAS uSA 761 96 



II. NOTICE: 

Notice is given hereby, of this Federal Common Law Claim being 
filed in good faith as a legal At-Law claim (as distinguished from an 
equitable or statutory claim) upon and collectable out of real property 
known as 2 1 1 7 Austin Drive, Carrollton, Texas 75006 (TDC), with the 
following description: 

Lot 26 Block 9 Crosby Estates No 6 Dallas County, Texas 
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III. PERSONAL PROPERTY: 



Claim shall operate in the nature of a "security" or the repair and 
improvement of the therein described property. This claim is made 
pursuant to decisions of the United States Supreme Court. (See Memo- 
randum of Law). 

A. This Common Law Lien is dischargeable only by Demandant, 
or by a Common Lawjury in a Court of Common Law and according to 
the rules of Common Law. It is not otherwise dischargeable for fifty 
(50) years, and cannot be extinguished due to the death of Demand- 
ant, or by Demandant's heirs, assigns, or executors. 

B. This Common Law Lien is for repairs, improvements, and eq- 
uity made by said WADE PARKER between December 1 0, 1 980 and 
July 1 , 1 993, in the amount of $37,000.00 lawful money of the United 
States, a DOLLAR being described in the 1 792 US Coinage Act as 
371 .25 grains of fine silver. 

C. The failure, refusal, or neglect of Respondent to demand, by 
all prudent means, the Sheriff of this County to convene a Common 
Lawjury to hear this act ion with in ninety (90) days from the date of 
filing of this Instrument will be deemed as prima facie evidence of an 
admission of waiver" to all rights on the property described herein. 
(Neglect to give reasons on the record for a refusal to call said court 
has been held a "waiver"; see law expressed and implied in 1 Campd. 
410n., 7 Ind. 21). 

D. This Common Law Lien supersedes Mortgage Liens, Lis Pen- 
dens Liens, and Liens of any other kind. 

IV. SUIT OR ACTION AT COMMON LAW 

This is a suit or action at Common Law, and the value in Contro- 
versy exceeds Twenty (20) dollars. The controversy is not confined 
to the question of Title to Property, but to Demandant's Common 
Law Claim for the repair, improvements and equity to the herein de- 
scribed property, wherein the Demandant demands that said contro- 
versy be determined by a Common Lawjury in a Court of Common 
Law and according to the Rules of Common Law. 



V. DEMAND 

DEMAND is hereby and herewith made upon all public officials under 
penalty of Title 42, United State Code, Section 1 986, not to modify or 
remove this Lien in any manner. (This Lien is not dischargeable for 
1 00 years and cannot be extinguished due to Demandant's death or 
by Demandant's heirs, assigns, or executors.) Any Order, Adjudgement, 
or Decree issuing from a Court of Equity operating against to inter- 
fere or remove this At — Law legal lien claim would constitute direct 
abrogation/deprivation of Demandant's Texas State and United States 
Constitutionally guaranteed Rights. 

A. This Notice is given inter aliato preclude ajury trial on the certain 
claim, and to provide for Summaryjudgement on the said certain Claim 
should the Respondent admit "waiver" and refuse to call said court. 
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B. THE SAID CLAIM DUE AT LAW IS $37,000.00 (Thirty-seven Thou- 
sand DOLLARS) as of July 1 , 1 993 for the repair, improvement and 
equity of the herein described property. The symbol "$" means "dol- 
lar" as defined by the un-repealed (1 792) U.S. Coinage Act, which is 
371 .25 grains of fine silver for each "dollar" and is that "Thing" man- 
dated upon the State of Texas by Article 1:10:1, United States Consti- 
tution. 

C. WADE PARKER demands all his Common Law Rights at all Times 
and in all places along with those rights guaranteed in Magna Charta, 
Declaration of Independence, United States Constitution, and the Texas 
State Constitution. 



s/ 

Without Prejudice UCC 1 -207 
WADE PARKER, Demandant. 
%21 1 7 Austin Drive 
Carrollton, Texas uSA 75006 (TDC) 



JURAT 

STATE OF TEXAS 
COUNTY OF DALLAS 

I, the undersigned authority, a Notary Public in and for the State of 
Texas, witness on this day the above person known to me, did ex- 
ecute the above affixed signature to this instrument, described as 
Federal Common— Law Lien. 

Signed on this the day of July, 1 993. 



Notary Public in and for the State 
of Texas 



MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

I. This Claim through Common Law Lien is an action at SUBSTAN- 
TIVE Common Law, not in Equity, and is for the repair, improvement 
and equity described property as of July 1 , 1 993. 

A. Substantive Common Law, is distinguished from mere 
"common law procedure". Lawyers and judges are misinformed to 
think, plead, rule or order that the substantive common law rights 
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and immunities have been abolished in Texas or any other state. 
Only "common law procedure" created by the chancellor/chancery 
has been abolished. 1 That is to say, the "forms" of common law and 
equity were abolished, or that the distinctions between the forms 
of common law and equity were abolished by Rule 2 of Civil Proce- 
dure. 2 

B. However, the abolition of mere form, does NOT affect nor 
diminish our Substantive (common law and Constitutional) Rights and 
Immunities (UCA 78-2-4, S.2), for substantive law (e.g. our INALIEN- 
ABLE Rights and Immunities) have not changed with this state's adop- 
tion of Rule 2, combining the courts form, remedial ancillary proce- 
dures 3 for matters of substance are in the main the same as at sub- 
stantive common law 4 and old terms (words and phrases describing 
law and substantive procedures) used in common law can NOT be 
ignored, 5 the modifications resulting being severely limited in op- 
eration, effect, and extent 6 for a total abolishment of even the purely 
equity or purely common law forms has NOT been realized, and must 
ever be kept in mind. 7 Thus, a right to establish a "common law lien's 
is not, and was NOT dependent upon a statute or chancery rule for 
its creation as a remedy, and where the right to establish a "common 
law lien" is a part of SUBSTANTIVE common law our right is anteced- 
ent to creation of the "state" or its chancery/procedure which right 
runs to time immemorial. 8 

C. We must be sustained in our acts, mere chancery, equity 

having NO jurisdiction so to counter: " if the facts stated (see 

facts related to our common law lien') entitle litigant (Demandant) to 
ANY remedy or relief under SUBSTANTIVE Law (supra.), then he has 
stated good subject matter (cause of action)— and the Court MUST 
enter judgement in (our) favor— in so far as an attack on the suffi- 
ciency of (Demandant) pleadings are concerned. 9 

D. For "although lawyers and judges have (in their ignorance) 
buried the common law, the common law rules us from its grave." 
(Koffler, Common Law Pleading, Intro. Ch. 1 , West 1 969). 

E. The general rule of the common law is expressly adopted 
by Texas and is in force in this state and is the law of the land and by 
its operation can impose a common law lien on property in the ab- 
sence of any specific agreement. 10 

F. The Magna Charta governs as well, retaining and preserv- 
ing all rights antecedent thereto, which was restated in the (1 ) Mas- 
sachusetts Bay Charter, (2) Massachusetts Constitution, and (3) the 
Federal Constitution, (modeled after the Massachusetts Constitution), 
after which the Texas Constitution is modeled, all construed in pari 
materia, the State Constitution being a LIMITATION on the state's 
power, 11 the Constitution acting prospectively — declaring rights 
and procedures for the future but NOT diminishing rights extant prior 
to the establishment of the state, 12 and no new powers contrary to 
our common law Rights/Immunities were "granted" to the state. 

II. Common Law liens at Law supersede mortgages and equity 
Liens 13 and may be satisfied only when a court of Common Law is 
convened pursuant to order of the elected sheriff. Such Common 
Law Court forbids the presence of any judge or lawyer from partici- 
pating or presiding or the practice of any Equity Law. The Ruling of 
the U.S. Supreme Court specifically forbids judges from invoking equity 
jurisdiction to remove Common Law Liens or similar"clouds of title." 14 
Further, even if a preponderance of evidence displays the lien to be 
void or voidable, the Equity Court still may not proceed until the 
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moving part has proven that he asks for, and come "to equity" with 
"clean hands." 1 5 Any official who attempts to modify or remove this 
Common Law Lien is fully liable for damages. 16 



1 Kimball v Mcintyre, 3 U 77, 1 p 1 67 

2 Donis v. Utah R.R. 3 U 21 8, 223 P 521 

3 Bonding v Nonatny, 200 Iowa, 227, 202 N.W. 588 

4 Calif.Land v Solloran, 82 U 267, 1 7 P2d 209 

5 O'Neill v San Pedro RR, 38 U 475, 479, 1 1 4 P 1 27 

6 Maxfield v West, 6 U 379, 24 P 98 

7 Donis v. Utah RR, supra 

8 Western Union v. Call, 21 SCt 561 , 1 81 US 765 

9 Williams v. Nelson, 45 U 255, 261 , 1 45 P 39; Kuhn v. McAllister, 1 
U 273, affirmed, 96 U 587, 24 LEd 61 5 

10 Drummond v. Mills (1 898) 74 N.W. 966; Hewitt v. Williams, 47 
LaAnn 742, 1 7 So. 269 (1 894); Carr v. Dail, 1 9 6.E. 235; McMdhon v. 
Lundin, 58 N.W. 827 

11 Fox v. Kroeger, 1 19 Tex 51 1, 35 SW2d 679, 77 ALR 663 

12 Grigsby v. Reib, 1 05 Tex 597, 1 53 SW 1 1 24; Southern Pacific Co. 
v. Porter, 160 Tex 329, 331 SW2d 42 

13 Drummond Carriage Co. v. Mills (1 898) 74 N.W. 966; Hewitt v. 
Williams 47 La.Ann. 742, 1 7 So. 269; Carr v. Dail, 1 9 S.E. 235; McMahon 
V. Lundin, 58 N.W. 827 

14 Rich v. Braxton, 1 58 U.S. 375 

15 Trice v. Comstock, 57 CCA. 646; West V. Washburn, 1 38 N.Y. 
Supp 230 

16 Butz v. Economy, 98 S.Ct. 2894; Bell v Hood, 327 US 678; 
Belknap v. Schild, 161 US 1 0; U.S. v. Lee, 1 96; Bivens v. 6 Unknown 
Agents, 400 US 862 1 
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NOTICE 

FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN AND 
WRIT OF ATTACHMENT ON REAL 
AND PERSONAL PROPERTY 



Date: February 8, 1 993 

NOTICETO: Ford Motor Credit Company, 

5875 Castle Creek Parkway 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46250 

To the Clerk of the Marion County Court Recorder's Office of 
Marion County in the State of Indiana; and Sheriff of Marion County, 
Indiana; and attorney for the Plaintiff; and All Title Companies; and All 
Potential Purchasers; and all entities who may claim interest now or at 
some time in the future; and All persons known and unknown who 
may be similarly situated and All other concerned parties. 

You are hereby notified that a FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN AND 
WRIT OF ATTACHMENT ON REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY is now in 
effect on a certain parcel of Real Estate now of record in the Name of 
Gary A. Montgomery, the LIENOR, on property located in Marion County, 
Indiana, and known as 626 Cottage Avenue, Indianapolis, Indiana 46203; 
and more specifically LEGALLY described as: 

Lot 1 43, South Park, Section Two per Plat Book 1 2, Page 43 of 
Public Records of Marion County, Indiana. 

Pursuant to that certain agreement that Gary A. Montgomery, the 
OWNER of the property, and Gary A. Montgomery, the LIENOR, hereby 
claims the attachment of the FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN WRIT OF 
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ATTACHMENT ON REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY is in the AMOUNT 
of: 

Total Dollar Amount is $6,882.85 



MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF 

Writ of Attachments are but another form of Federal Common Law 
Lien and supersede mortgages and equity liens, Drummond Carriage 
v. Mills . (1 878) N.W. 99; Hewitt v. Williams . 47 La. Ann. 742, 1 7 So. 269; 
Carr V. Pail . 1 9 S.E. 235; McMaham v. Ludin . 58 N.H. 827, and may be 
satisfied only when paid and/or property is taken in lieu of the mon- 
etary value and fully satisfied by said taking of property. 

The ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court in Rich v. Braxton . 1 58 U.S. 
375, specifically forbids judges (Titles of Nobility) from invoking equity 
jurisdiction to remove Common Law Liens or similar "clouds of title." 
Furthermore, even if a preponderance of evidence displays the lien to 
be void or a voidable, the equity court (and Title of Nobles) still may 
not proceed until the moving party asks for and comes "to equity" 
with "clean hands based on the "Clean Hands Doctrine" and "power 
Of Estoppel, Trice v. Comstock . 57 CCA. 646; West v. Washington 
Sheriff . 1 53 App. Div. 460, 1 38 N.Y. Supp. 230. 

ANY OFFICIAL WHO ATTEMPTS TO MODIFY OR REMOVE THIS COM- 
MON LAW LIEN IN THE FORM OF A WRIT OF ATTACHMENT IS FULLY 
LIABLE FOR DAMAGES AT LAW PURSUANT TO THE MANDATORY RUL- 
INGS OFTHE U.S. SUPREME COURT IN BUTZv. ECOHOMU . 438 U.S. 494, 
98 S.CT. 2894; BELL V.HOOD . 327 U.S. 678; AND BIVENSv. UNKNOWN 
AGENTS, 499 U.S. 388. 

This Federal At Law Lien in the form of a Writ Of Attachment shall 
be valid, notwithstanding any other provision of statute or rule re- 
garding the form or content of a "Notice of Li en", nor shall it be dis- 
chargeable for one hundred (1 00) years, nor extinguishable due to 
lienor's death whether accidental or purposely, nor dischargeable by 
lienor's heirs, successors, assigns, or executors. 

CAVEAT 

Whoever attempts to modify, circumvent and/or negate this Fed- 
eral Common Law Lien in the form of Writ Of Attachment, shall be 
deemed outlaws and/or felons and shall be prosecuted pursuant to 
Title 42, United States Code Section 1 983, 1 985, and 1 986, and pun- 
ishable under the penalties of the common law At Law and applicable 
sections of Title 1 8, United States Code. 

Demand is made upon all public officials under penalty of Title 42 
United States Code Section 1 986 not to modify or remove this lien in 
any manner. 

JUDICIAL NOTICE 

WE HEREBY GIVE NOTICE to all parties and this Court that pursuant 
to U.S. Supreme Court case Hafer v. Melo , No. 90—681 , November, 
1 991 , any judicial actions which violate the constitutional rights of 
American citizens may be sued as a cause of action in civil litigation 
against those performing said acts, without any form of immunity. 

CIVIL RIGHTS — Immunity: State officials sued in their individual 
capacities are "persons" subject to suits for damages under 42 U.S.C. 
§1 983; Eleventh Amendment does not bar such suits in federal court. 
(Hafer v. Melo . No. 90— 681 ), page 4001 . 
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Respectfully Submitted in the Name of Justice on this day of 

February, 1993. 
(signature) 
Gary A. Montgomery 
1288 Ridge Top Drive 
Greenwood, Indiana 461 42 
Phone: 



AFFIDAVIT 
STATE OF INDIANA 
COUNTY OF MARION 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this — day February, 
1 993, did personally appear GARY A. MONTGOMERY, the OWNER of 
the property, and GARY A. MONTGOMERY, the LIENOR, who being 
first personally and dully sworn, does depose and say that the infor- 
mation contained in this foregoing Federal Common Law Lien Writ of 
Attachment on Real and Personal Property is true and accurate. 

Further affiant sayeth not. 

(Signature) (Signature) 

GARY A. MONTGOMERY GARY A. MONTGOMERY 

"PROPERTY OWNER "LIENOR" 

Witness my Hand and Notarial Seal this: day of February, 1 993 

Notary Public (printed name): 

Notary Public (signature): 

County of Residence: 

Date of Expiration: 

This document prepared by: Gary A. Montgomery 
Name (signature): 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
STATE OF INDIANA 
COUNTY OF MARION 

The foregoing Federal Common Law Lien Writ of Attachment on 
Real and Personal Property was acknowledged before me this — day 
of February, 1993, by GARY A. MONTGOMERY, the OWNER of the prop- 
erty, and GARY A. MONTGOMERY, the LIENOR, who is personally known 
to me or who has produced proper legal identification and who did 
make an affirmation and acknowledged that he did execute same. 

Witness my Hand and Notarial Seal this: — day of February, 1 993 

Notary Public (printed name): 

Notary Public (signature): 

County of Residence: 

Date of Expiration : 

This document prepared by: Gary A. Montgomery 
Name (signature): 
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vFOR THE DENTON COUNTY COURT ~ 



DENTON, TEXAS ®$2 a 

FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN ' -^/ffi 

AND ^ CO. ^ 

NOTICE OF FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN 
WRIT OF ATTACHMENT 
ON REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY 



H9THE O F LIEN 



NOTICE TO: 

Clerk of the Denton County Court of the State of Texas, in and 

for Denton County, Texas; and Sheriff of Denton County, Texas; and 

Thomas S. Nelson, attorney at law, Plaintiff; and attorney for 

Plaintiff; and All Title Companies; and All Potential Purchasers? and 
all entities who may claim interest now or at some time in the future; 

and All persons known and unknown who may be similarly situated and 
All other concerned parties. 

You are hereby notified that a FEDERAL COMMON LAH LIEN WRIT OF 
ATTACHMENT ON REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY is now in effect on a certain 
Mobile Home now of record in the Name of CHARLES J. JANOSZ, the 
LIENOR, on property located in Denton County, Texas, and located at 
THE VILLAGE NORTH MOBILE HOME PARK, 1240 NORTH COHAN STREET, LOT 
NUMBER 1X2, LEWISVILLE, TEXAS; and more specifically LEGALLY described 
as : 

VILLAGE NORTH MHP, SPACE 112, TEX 
NZTXWNX470142BUR219808 . 

Copy of this Federal Common Law Lien Writ Of Attachment On Real 
And Personal Property has also been filed in the following case file 
with the Clerk Of The Denton County Court r Denton County, Texas; 

Case NO! 89-1156-16, 

Pursuant to that certain agreement that CHARLES J, JANOSZ, the 
OWNER of the property, and CHARLES J. JANOSZ, the LIENOR, claims the 
attachment of the FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN WRIT OF ATTACHMENT ON REAL 
AND PERSONAL PROPERTY is In the AMOUNT of: 

Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000.00) 



FEDERAL COMMON LAH LIEN AND NOTICE OF COMMON LAW LIEN WRIT OF ATTACHMENT 
CHARLES J. JANOSZ, OWNER, and CHARLES J. JANOSZ, LIENOR. [Sage — 1 



Common Law Lien Study Guide www.suspicions.info 



MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF 



Writ Of Attachments are but another form of Federal Common Law 
Lien and supersede mortgages and equity liens, Drumraond Carriage v. 
Mills (1878) N.W. 99; Hewitt v. Williams, 41 La. Ann. 742, 17 So. 269; 
Carr v. Dail, 19 S.E. 235; McMaham v. Ludin 58 N.H. 827, and may be 
satisfied only when paid and/or property is taken in lieu of the 
monetary value and fully satisfied by said taking of property. 

The ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court in Rich v. Braxton, 158 
U.S. 375, specifically forbids Judges (Titles of Nobility) from 
invoking equity jurisdiction to remove common law liens or similar 
"clouds of title." Furthermore, even if a preponderance of evidence 
displays the lien to be void or voidahle, the equity court (and Title 
of Nobles) still may not proceed until the moving party ask for and 
comes "to equity" with "clean hands" based on the "Clean Hands 
Doctrine" And "Power Of Estoppel", Trice v. Comstock, 57 CCA. 646; 
West v. Washington Sheriff, 153 App. Div. 460, 138 N.Y. Supp, 230. 

ANY OFFICIAL WHO ATTEMPTS TO MODIFY OR REMOVE THIS COMMON LAW 
LIEN IN THE FORM OF WRIT OF ATTACHMENT IS FULLY LIABLE FOR DAMAGES AT 
LAW PURSUANT TO THE MANDATORY RULINGS OF THE U.S. SUPREME COURT IN 
BUTZ v. ECOHOMU, 438 U.S. 494, 98 S/Ct . 2894; BELL v. HOOD, 327 U.S. 
678; AND BIVENS v. UNKNOWN AGENTS, 499 U.S. 388. 

This Federal At Law Hen in the farm _ of . a. Writ. Of Attachment ( S ) 
shall be valid, notwithstanding any other provision of statute or rule 
regarding the form or content of a "notice of lien", nor shall it be 
dischargeable for 100 years, nor ext inguishable due to lienors' death 
whether accidental or purposely, nor dischargeable by lienors' heirs, 
assigns, or executors. 



FEDERAL COHMON LAW LIEN AND NOTICE OF COMMON LAW LIEN WRIT OF ATTACHMENT 
CHARLES J. JANOSZ, OWNER, and CHARLES J. JAHOSZ, LIENOR. pa< 



56 



Common Law Lien Study Guide www.suspicions.info 



CAVEAT 



Whoever attempts to modify, circumvent and/or negate this 
Federal Common Law Lien in the form of Writ Of Attachment, shall be 
deemed outlaws and/or felons and shall be prosecuted pursuant to Title 
42, United States Code Sect. 1983, 1985, and 1986, and punishable 
under the penalties of the common law at law and applicable sections 
of Title 13, United States Code. 

Demand is made upon all public officials under penalty of Title 
#42 U.S.C. Section 1986 not to modify or remove this lien in any 
manner . 



WE HEREBY NOTICE this all parties and this Court that pursuant 
to U.S. Supreme Court case HA£*ER v. MELD, No. 90-681, November* 1991, 
any judicial actions which violate the constitutional rights of 
individuals may be sued as a cause of action in civil litigation 
against those performing said acts, without any form of immunity. 

CIVIL RIGHTS - Immunity j State officials sued in their 
individual capacities are "persons" subject to suits for damages under 
42 USC 1983; Eleventh Amendment dose not bar such suites in federal 
court. (Hafer v. Melo, No. 90-681),. page 40Q1, 

Respectfully Submitted in the Name of Justice on this 8th day of 
September, 1992. 



JUDICIAL NOTICE 




1240 North Cowan Street - TRLR 112 
Lewisville. Texas, USA 75057-2604 
Fubllc Listing Number 214/436-0693 
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STATE OF TEXAS 



COUNTY OF DENTON 



AFFIDAVIT 

s 
s 



T'iAcy ko« KEl 

• - ' ttn co. rx 



BEFORE HE, the undersigned authority, on this 8th day of 
September, 1992, did personally appear CHARLES J. JANOSZ, the OWNER of 
the property, and CHARLES J. JANOSZ, the LIENOR, who being first 
personally and dully sworn, does depose and say that the information 
contained in this foregoing Federal Common Law Lien Writ of Attachment 
on Real and Personal Property is true and accurate. 



Further affiant sayeth not, 



Date*. September , 1992. 




CHARLES' jrMANOSZ 
"PROPERTY OWNER" 




CHARLES 

"LIENOR" 



ACKNOWLEDGMENT 



STATE OF TEXAS 5 
COUNTY OF DENTON § 

The foregoing Federal Common Law Lien Writ of Attachment on Real 
and Personal Property was acknowledged before me this 8th day of 
September, 1992 by CHARLES J. JANOSZ, the OWNER of the property, and 
CHARLES J. JANOSZ, the LIENOR, who is personally known by me or who 
has produced his Drivers License as identification and who did take an 
oath and acknowledge that he did execute same. 

{{nrt)u l(]±CjL Datet September » 1992 • 
Signature, Notary Public 

for Denton County , Texas \ BECKY DICK * 

My Commission Expires i S -\J-y^ | n*-4r Y\ Ho <™ Puajc " rEXM > 




FufWMn S. 1994 !! 



JXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 



FEDERAL COMMON LAM LIEN AND NOTICE OF COMMON LAW LIEN WRIT OF ATTACHMENT 
CARLES J. JANOSZ, OWNER, and CHARLES J. JANOSZ, LIENOR. page — 4 
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loose 




0- 1 



Tender Regarding Lands nade this /IS day of 
1967 by GRANTEE 

DAVID S. DERIEMER V ,l ^ EL V (Grantee} of 

1624 SAVANNAH ROAD (address) 
LEWES, DELAWARE 19958 

who does hereby agree to accept, as a tender of amends from 

Name (Grantor) David S.DeRiemer ( rw^n -. VllK'Fl f) 

(Address) 1624 Savannah Road V 1 r ' U V 

PREVIOUS GRANTOR Lewes, Delaware 19958 

There is no consideration of SI, 00 lawful money of the United States of 
America needed for the purposes of this instrument, to be paid to the 
Grantors in hand, nor need any such tender be made by the Grantees, at or 
before the sealing and delivery of these presents, the receipt whereof is 
not acknowledged, and the grantors need not be fully satisfied, but by 
these presents csn tender oT 4 amends, by settlement or conveyance unto 
Grantees forever. 

ALL thst certain lot, piece ^Qd parcel of land situate, lying and being .at 
the southerly corner of Wilmington Avenue and First Street, in the City of 
Rehoboth Beach, Sussex County, Delaware, having a frontage of fifty (50) 
feet on said Wilmington Avenue and extending a distance of ninety <90> 
feat on First Street, containing four thousand five hundred (4,500) square 
feet of land, more or less, being the largest part of lot number twenty 
eight (28) Wilmington Avenue, as shown and designated on the plot of the 
Rehoboth Beach Camp Meeting Association of the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
of record in the Office of the Recorder of Deeds, in and for Sussex 
County, Georgetown, Delaware in Deed Book 84, Page 602, said lot 
originally having a frontage of one hundred (100) feet on First Street, 
but this conveyance being intended merely to include the northerly ninety 
<S0> feet of said original lot. 1 7 

BEING the sane lands conveyed unto David S, • DeRiemer by deed of 
Harry Stephen, etsl . , dated April 1,1963 and filed for record in the 
Off i ce of The Recorder of Deeds, in and for Sussex County, Georgetown, 
Delaware, in Deed Book 557, Page 644. 



The aforesaid offer regarding a tender of amends is made to 



secure 



grantee's common law lien and give NOTICE to the world, the object of 
which action is to enable the GRANTEE to secure money damages and exercise 
Civil and Constitutional Rights. The particular property described will be 
subject to prosecution to aatlsf y, . Judgm*tvt-< -«*■- In- this 'action, The* failure, 
refusal, or neglect of the Respondent to demand the Sherrlff to convene 
said Common Law Court within ninety (90) days from the date of filing this 
instrument will be deemed to be "prime-f acie" evidence of an admission of 
"waiver" to all their rights to the property described hereinafter. DEMAND 
is made upon all public officials under penalty not to modify or remove 
this lien in any manner. This lien is made to secure Rights pursuant to 
the First, Fourth, Fifth, Ninth and Tenth Amendments to the United States 
Constitution. 

Common Law liens at law supercede mortgages and equity liens, Druamond 
Carriage Co. v. Mills, (1896) 74 N.W. 966; Hewitt v. William, 47 La. Ann. 
742.17 So. 269; Carr v. Dail. 19 S.E. 235; McMohon v. Lundin. 58 N.W., 
627, and may be satisfied only when a Court of Common Law is called to 
convene pursuant to order of the elected Sherriff under Amendment 7 of the 
Bill of Rights. 

Such Common Law Court forbids the presence of any Judge or Lawyer from 
participating or presiding, or the practice of any equity law. The ruling 
of the united States Supreme Court in Rich v. Braxton, 158 u.s. 375 
specifically forbids Judges from invoking equity Jurisdiction to remove 
common law liens or similar "Clouds on Title". Further even if e 
preponderance of evidence displays the lien to be void or voidable, the- 
equity court still may not proceed until the moving party has proven that 
he asks for and comes "to equity" with "clean hands". Trice v. Con stock 
121 Fed. 620; West v. Washburn, 138 NY Supp. Any official who attempts to 
modify or remove this common law lien is fully liable for damages. U.S. 
Supreme Ct; Butz v. Eeonomou, US ,96 S.Ct. 2894; Bell v. Hood, 

327 US 678; Belknap v. Schild, 161 US 10; U.S, v. Lee, 106 US 196: Bivens 
v. 6 Unknown Agents, 400 US 862; Holperin v. Nixon, (1979) US 
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f • .J ' -1495 m U&fS?** 

"^SS^°" ,v<,r to tha ll * nor »•«« °">>h ^iJ. F ^s%; nd 

TOGETHER with all ond singular the buildlnas i»nrn«««,^. 
woods, water., watercourses, fight*, liberties 9 orlvtlldSSt *El W 5Y?' 
and appurtenances to the sane belonging S? in in£St«?52?ff he f edit «««nts 
the reversion and rev.rsiona, r«sind£? and reminders P ^nt« A ?i2? ; * nd J 
profits thereof, any of every part and parcel tS«-n**'i5R f l8a "? a ? nd 
estate, allodial rights, title, interest use n^=~£i/ ND aIfl ° a ± A the 
claims ard de.and wLtwever of the "a"ntorl! ?n "d ^thfn^^ rlght ' 
herein described, and every part and parcel therewith th e P *" 
appurtenances. TO HAVE and to HOLD all and singular th» n ^i.. a K 
described, together with the appurtenances, unto the Grantees and 
brantees' proper use and benefit forever under the ... 
of the Land". To wit: for David S. DeRiemer in the SSoSSt^f •950 OOO OO - 
in present circulating currency or 395,000.00 in gold/or silver coiS? 

In all references herein to any parties, persons, entities or 
corporations, the use of any particular gender or the M,,r»T ~- < 
number la intended to include the appropriate gender or nuSL,? ^I 1 ?? 01 ?*" *. 
of the within instrument say require. 9 er ° r tuimber « s th « t«*t 

Wherever in this instrument sny party shall be designated or r*f-*^-H 
by name or general referrence, such designation is intended to l»i SEt?i to 
have the *«• effect as if the words "helra, execStoSa? personal or KJal 
representative^, successors and assigns" had been inserted after eLh 2»3 
every such designation. >o«rt«a atter each and 



authorities: 




IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantees have hereunto set their handa ond seala 
the day and year first above written, p. /y ^ nufl on ° seais 

Signed, Sealed and Delivered., • /A^<rt^ JtK >^^e^,^w ;^;- , f.j" 
in the presence of T * — -+ ? ■• ■ 



(STATE $c£cu*>a<u CO*UNTY OF Jo***/ J^s . aTBE rT^JEftEMBERED^ 

that on 1SS7, before me, the subscriber 3< /?^<™S' 
(Expiration u DateJ , personally appeared DAVID S. DER ^EMEft Y.> , 
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#2. The update parts to the Common law lien (Deed! are the UCC 

'1-103:6 WORDING AT THE BOTTOM OF THE ENCLOSED PAGE < FROM ANDERSON 

on UCC) plus "Statutory law only covers Mortgages & mechanics 

HENS AND ,F0R THAT REASON WE MUST REVERT BACK TO THE COMMON LAW TO 
SECURE ONE'S INTEREST IN HIS OWN PROPERTY". 

The update parts to the Common law lien (Deed) are the UCC 

1-105:6 WORDING AT THE BOTTOM OF THE ENCLOSED PAGE (FROM ANDERSON 
ON UCC) PLUS "STATUTORY LAW ONLY COVERS MORTGAGES & MECHANICS 

Liens and for that reason we must revert back to the Common law to 

SECURE ONE'S INTEREST IN HIS OWN PROPERTY " . ^ _ . , > 



UCC 1-103:6. 
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Cert 1 f i erf Ma i 1 # 



IN THE 

DISTRICT COURT OF CLAIMS IN THE UNITED STATUS 

OF THE 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT FOR THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 



Randy Reed III "At Law" 
Plaintiff 



The Do Facto Court* in the Middl* District of Pennsylvania 234 
U.„ Courthouse in Texas, Lumberton Municipal Court, Hardin County 
Court and Dan Smith, Sylvi* H. Rumbo, Deborah A Robinson. Jnmoc J 

Jin:^T d ° n , A ' D ;k ZUbr ,° d ; Mi*h«l C. H«rtn»n, John Vioinsky. Roy 
Miller, Tom Krentheim, Patricia Ciiroux, Arlan Spector , Jeffery Alan 
CoryeU, AnnRichards , ' Dan Morales, Will Pryor , Mary H Keller 
Evorotto D. Job©, Roy Coker , W.W. Cummings, Reynolds. Scar-bough' 
Jennings, adorn, Goodman, Bevil Wrifiht, Steve Smith, WoodardHall 8, 
Primm, Carl Griffith, Stevo (?), Johnny Hozaphel as individualo and 
many unknown other Individuals. Respondent. /Fore i @n Agontft of the 
Lumborton Police Dept , Individually being Chnct *(their name) and 
others as Ind i v i dua 1 s/Sher 1 f f and Deput i es , Judges . U.S. Marshals 
ALL the Corrupt Public Defenders involved being D . A . Ba i I i f f female 
Marshal, and unknown others acting in Direct Collusion and co- 
oonfcplracy . Fraud, committing TREASON/ Sedition and Acts of 
Genoc i do . 



DENIAL OP WAIVER AND CONSENT OF JURISDICTION TO ANyTegTsT7tIvE~0R 
FOREIGN TRIBUNAL AND DEMAND FOR- PROMUtGATltW "■ OP " AUTHORITY 

SEEKING TO BE MAOE WHOLE;", DEMAND FOR AN ARTICLE III COURT AS IS 
MY RIGHT . 

FILING A COMMON LAW LIEN ON THE BOND ( S 1 O F THE OFFICIAI S JUDGES 

AGENTS, SHERIFF CS), POLICE OFFICIALS." MARSHAL(S). U~S POSTAL 

OFFICIALS , ATTORNEYS (WITH THEIR TITLES OF NOBILITY) AND 
PROSECUTORS FOR: w 
ABUSE OF OFFICE, COLOR OF LAW VIOLATION Oh USC TITLE 16 SECTION ?41 
AND MALICIOUS PROSECUTION. FALSE IMPRISONMENT , FALSE ARREST 

HARASSMENT. ABSENCE OF ANY "CRIMINAL" JURISDICTION IN REM OR 
PERSONAM, HAVING COMMITTED THEFT, SEDITION, TREASON , VIOLATING THE 
RICO STATUES RES JUDICATA , UNDER FICTION AMD FRAUD , DENIAI OF 
PROPER STANDING- "DUt PROCESS"- SUPPRESSION OF FACTS i DFNIAL OF 
CIVIL RIGHTS, CRUEL AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT, " LACK OF GOOD FAITH" 
DOCTRINE , COMING WITH "UNCLEAN HANDS", AND FAILURE TO DISCLOSE. AS 
"DOME" STIC ENEMIES* COMMITTING ACTS OF GENOCIDE BY INJURY AND DIRECT 
HARM KNOWINGLY UPON A MEMBER OF THE POSTERITY OF WE THE PEOPLE AND 
CI PARLY GOING AGAINST THE CONST! I U l IONS , NUREMBERG TRIALS AND 
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COMfcS NOW Plaintiff Randy Reed ill Sui Juris, being a free 
white Natural born Preamble Citizen of the Republic of the Union of 
States of the United States of America, and of the Texas Republic 
proper Venue is a matter of record in the Tyler County Courthouse 
4t volume 524 page 420. I am under Common Law and a 

Sovereign Citizen. Appearing herein Specially and not generally 
and do hereby claim and exercise ALL Rights. Privileges, Immunities 
fthcl/ur Liberties, enumerated and not enumerated, and serves and 
gives; notice of DENIAL of Waiver and Consent, in conjunction with 
statement as follows; 



DENIAL OF WAIVER AND CONSENT 
TO LEGISLATIVE OR FOREIGN TRIBUNALS 

1. ) This DENIAL of Waiver and Consent is entered pursuant to 16 
AM, Jur , 2nd, Sec. iVA . 

2. ) Tribunals under Title 13 of the Revised Statutes and/or United 
Stafceo Code are Legislative Tribunals of the De Facto F.E.M.A. 
Emergency, Democratic, State of Texas and Pennsylvania and 
Oklahoma, as Corporator and/or under direction and control 
International , of the "Democratic States of the United States of 
America", and are operating under pretonsoo and colore of law 
and/or Federal Rules of Court Procedure in violation of the 
Separation of Powers Doctrine. including but not limited to 
Articles of the ordained Doctrine, includino but not 'limited to 
Articles of the ordained Constitution of the Sovereign State of 
Texas, gra) under pretext and colors thereof are expatriating and 
alienating, extraditing and commencing actions against De Jure 
Preamble Citizens of the several States of the Union of States of 
the United St^ps of America, and of the State of Texas and 
Pennsy 1 van ia^whom they have no Jurisdiction and lack personal 
Jurisdiction, pursuant to the court* ruling in higher courts 
decisions. Bar Ass.- vs, Public Utilities Comm. 154, 273,391 P. 2d . 
4S76; U.S. vs , Raster, 119 U.S. 407, 7 S. Ct . , , L. Ed. 425, Hagena 
v. Lavine, Standard v. Olsen, 

3. ) These said administrative Tribunals havo boon and are now 
operating under Foreign Doctrines of Expatriation and Alienation of 
Jus soli, Jus sanguinis, De jura Citizenship, and impair and reduce 
said De Jure Citizens and their posterity to "Persons" as defined 
in Monall vs, Dept. of Social Services, SB L. Ed. 2d, 695, by the 
one Supreme Court of and for the United States of America, as an 
Alien or Foreigner, and/or a "subject of" -defined in'Weedin vs. 
Chin Bow, ?A't U.S. 657, under Monarchial rule, constituting Feudal 
tenure U.S. vs. Wong Kim Ark, 169 U.S. 649 (1898), and whieh do not 
apply nor are they to be fraudulently attached to Preamble Common 
Law "De Jure", Sui Juris Citizens. 

b.) And where as also thesB Foreign Legislative Statutory 
Tribunals have and are now attempting to regulate, abrogate and 
expropriate Rights. Privileges, Immunities and Liberties of 
Citizen* under f alee pretenses and colors of Office, Foreign Law, 
License, Title of Nobility and Corporate Character, by bringing and 
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commune* no Actions against Preamble Citizens over whom they have no 
jurisdiction, in violation of Article IV Section 2 of the urdumod 
and octflbl ifehed Conat Hut ion %£> the Union of States of the United 
Slates of Amor-loo ( 1787), 16 Am. Jur . 2d, Sec. 82; Miranda va. 
Arizona, 3fM U.S. 436, 4£l 1 (lOR6>i Hertado vs. California, 110 U.S. 
516 . 

4.) These same said Respondent Foroien Tribunals eolioit, 

collect, dispense, disburse contributions, lo&na, money and other 
thinfjsi of vftluo for and/or in interest of their Mercian Prinoipal, 
Hnd further, ere directed, controlled, financed and ouboidiisod by 
the same said Foreign Principal i.e. Foreign Power, and/or ii f .m 
Organ i zat. ion , Corporations, and/or Associat iona and are 'Agents of 
a Foreign Principal" within the meaning an intent of 22 U.S. C.A. 
B11. and further, all codes, contributions, fines, impositions, 
exactions etc., are evaluated, levied, adjudged, ordered and 
imposed in Foreign forms of coin and "Bills of Credit", pursuant to 
C.R.S, 5-1-106. , C.R.S. 39-22-103,5, including 11 legal and unlawful 
Fo|'fc1g"n forms of debased and adulterated Coin U.S. vs. Marigold, 50 
U.S. 560, 13 L. . Ed. 257, Coinage Act of 1965, and Dishonored, 
Fraudulent "Bills of Credit", Public Law 90-269, 82 Stat. 50, Ward 
vs. Smith, 74 U.S. [7 Wall) 207. Westfall vs. Braley, 10 Ohio 188, 
75 Am. Dec. 509, under the direction and control of the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, pursuant to 
Public Law 94-548, 90 Stat, 2660, 22 U.S. C.A. 286 et seq . , and 
emit, utter, demand and Fraudulently pass as current the same 
individually and/or through their foreign Corporate Agents under 
22 U.S. C.A. 288d in direct and Intentional contravention to the 
ordained Constitution of and for the Union of the States of the 
United States of America (1787)., Article 1, Section 0, Clauses 5 
and e, Article 1, Section 10, Clause 1 and the laws made in 
Pursuance thereof , incTudtng' but ' not" 1 im1 ted' to 18 U . S . C . A . 33 1 and 
332, 16 U.S. C.A, 2365, C.R.S. 18-1-203, and do said illegal, 
unlawful and fraudulent acts under threat of force, injury to 
person and property, and overt denial of access to the lawful, 
Constitutional Courts of Justice to obtain redress of grievance. 

(b) And where as also the de facto Officers. Employees, Servants, 
Slaves, Representatives and/or Foreign Agent? of said de facto 
Foreign Tribunals are directed, controlled, financed and/or 
subsidized by said Foreign Principal and/or its Foreign Principal 
find/or Associations and being Agents of a Foreign Principal within 
the meaning and intent of 22 U.S. C.A. 611 and 612, and having 
foreign allegiances, have a continuing conflict of interest and 
law. and willfully act in direct contravention of and for the Union 
of the several States of the United States of America (1787) 
Article IV and Article I, Section 9, Clause 8 and Article I Section 
10, Clause 1, and have and are now acting under FALSE pretenses, 
impersonations and colors to usurp Powers and AuthoriLiea not 
delegated to the De Jure Departments and offices of the Sovereign 
Ropuhlic of the United states of America by the ordainwd and 
established Const i tut ions ( s) , and have fraudulently and falwwly 
assumed „i ur i sd i ct 1 on and filed false and fraudulent documents and 
claims against Oe Jure, Jue soli , Jus sanguinis Citizens, within 
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the said Sovereign State, und within the? Snvcreion Da Jure United 
States* of America. Respondent.?! operate in Foreign Tribunal a, 
opts rut 1 hfl utidor fordfln Inws, find in Fortsign Diptrioto and 
Jurisdiction*, for' tmd/or in interest of THci \'( Foreign Principal , 

{<;) And where qo h I so , said Fnt eign Agents have sworn the Oath to 
the Creator of the. Ileavuns And the F^rth and t.n "We the Pnople , to 
be and act aa Public Servants I pray for Ciod'o judgement upon thnir 

poor- mir.Rrablo souls Jamftn 5:11?. Romans 1 1 lfl-30, the danger of 

Lftkinw ufithi 13 seen in ^Hchariah h:3, and to quot« Eustace Mulline 

"The Curse of Cnnaun" "They use the Conot i tut ion of the United 

Stutort as t.oilwt. 1 1 ssue while thwy crush the ueople of Shum under 
the hesels of their Judicial Masonic Order of Canaanite tyranny", 
1 hey have committed murder upon our children and they cover it up 
thus being as guilty as those committing this Genocide. By 
definition under Webster's Third International Dictionary, page 
EJ47: GENOCIDE-- — 1 , "The use of DELIBERATE SYSTEMATIC MEASURES (as 
killing"! bodi 1y or mental injury, unlivable conditions) calculated 
to bring about the ext ermi nat i on of a rac ia 1 , po 1 ft ical or cultural 
Group, (2) or destroy the language, religion or culture of a group. 
The Genocide Laws set forth in the United Nations clearly lay 
forth protection for those of ua following the Laws of Moses set 
forth in the Bible and for members of the 12 Hebrew Tribes. We, 
the ones protecting our racial, re 1 igi ous , po 1 i t ica 1 and cultural 
group demand swift action against those who commit GENOCIDE against 
me and my household and Our Nation as it was founded. "We the 
People" have re.fi i gnod the Declaration of Independence as did Our 
founding Fathers - God" a law is Liberty. These evil doers commit 
GENOCIDE against us and Our Nation and come as clear "Domestic 
Knemioo" . They try to impose the .Mark of t,h» Gea-at upon us? and 
ostracizeus, and violate us out of existence, The Judges have 
sworn y^ocrejt "Democratic Oath" aaamisL "We t he Petop le . T ask 
all for their Oaths of orflce. In the U . *> , Court of CTcTims. Docket 
No. 41-VS, on February 1 1, 1976, by 44 Federal Judges, Atkins ct. 

at. vs. U.S Atkins et a!, complained Uiwl "As a result of 

inflation, the compensation of federal Judges has been 
substantially diminished each year since 19D9, causing direct and 
continuing monetary harm to plaint i ffs ... the raal value of the 
dollar decreased by approximately 34.5 percent front March 1S, 1969 
to October 1, 1975... As a result, plaintiffs hav» suffered an 
unconstitutional deprivation of earnings", and in prayer' fur relief 
claimed "damages for the constitutional violations esnumerntcd 
above, measured as the diminution of his earnings for the entire 
poriod since March 9. iyt59." It is quite apparent that the peroono 
holding and enjoying Offices of Public Trust, Honor and/or Profit, 
know of the emergency emergent problem and sought protection for 
themselves, to the damage and injury uT the People and Children, 
who were classified as "a club that has many other members" who 
"have no remedy," And knowing that "heinous acta had been 
committed, stated that they ( judge©/ 1 awyers .) would not apply the 
Law, nor would any substantive remedy be applied ("checked more or 

-*-^ f »,-n "'Jnt.il all of us (judges) are dead". Such, 



66 



Common Law Lien Study Guide www.suspicions.info 



Union, and broached the Duty to protect the People/Citizens and 
thwir posterity from fraud, imposition, avarice and stealthy 
encroachment. (See: Atkins et al, vs. U.S., 560 F , 2d 1028, page 
107», 1074, and under " Trading with the Enemy Act " (Sixty-fifth 
Conor oss, Session I ChST 105 , 106 . October 6, 1917). and ao 
codified at 12 U.S.C.A. 95* . the several States of the Union havo 
pledged the faith and credit thereof to the aid of the National 
Government, and formed numerous socialist commit toe . They have 
completely debauched the de jure monetary system, destroyed the 
livelihood and lives of thousands, aided and abetted our enemies, 
declared War upon us and our Posterity, destroyed untold families 
and made War upon us and and made homeless children, afflicted 
widows and orphans, turned Sodomites lose; amongst our young, 
implemented foreign laws, rules, regulations and procedures within 
our country, incited insurrection, rebellion, Sedition and anarchy 
within the de jure society, taken false oaths, entered into 
Seditious Foreign Constitutions, Agreements, Pactions, 
Confederations, and Alliances, and under the pretense of 
"emergency" which they themselves created, promoted and furthered, 
formed a multitude of offices and retained those of alien 
allegiance to prepetuate their frauds and to eat out the substance 
of the good and productive people of our land, and have arbitrarily 
dismissed and held mock trails who have trespassed upon our lives, 
Liberties, Properties and Families and endangered our Peace, 
Safety, Welfare and Dignity. The damage is. injury and costs have 
been higher than mere money can repay. They are traitors and 
clearly "Domestic Enemies", The Judges have eevted under Martini 
Law as evidenced by the Golden Fringed flag displayed. Under HJR 
192, the Nuremberg Trials, Articles of War. Young v. U.S., and the 
Genocide lows of the United Nations to protect those who follow the 
Laws of Moses and suffer for their convictions at the hands of 
trait, or *i, these Foreign Agents are not ropister^d and hnvn 
i^g^wnj^ejlJIE^ ^ t . J aa Cn i m jjjy ~gf wh-icK many are swor.n- to 

protect from both Foreign and "Domestic Enemies". The- violators 
are clearly acting as ' ' jJome s_t i c Enem i eg ^ , !hey have Ignored the 
Official Cease and Desist orders ', [Habeas Corpuc'n and Actual and 
Constructive Notices of Law, All Sworn affidavits, notices of 
proper venue etc,, all documentation to remove their assault upon 
the free citizenry fail to change their ways, The Postal Officials 
have aided in trying to dupe and steal the peoples birthright 
through the two letter abbreviation and sip ?one use by saying that 
the people are enjoying a "benefit, privilege or opportunity" 
therefore contracting away their rights under an adhesion contraok s 
wh jfch. j i* ipfti*r.ftrir» ft^jTft i t^Qoxm k j tu_t ion a l r jjjhttt . That and the Socia 1 
Security numbers have put people into their evil "system where they 
become viotums. Their scheme is now known across America. J amui 
in "their" sy stem. s_ e_a — i^yw la j nns 1ft . As "Domestic Enemies" 
they sfiou Id have their illegally confiscated or 1 benefitted tjain or 
plunder returned "in behalf of and to the free c i t i zenry " . Their 
crimes are heinous and known by "Duly' informed and protected 
c 1 1. 1 ?.enr y . When a Nation is established on principles, the 
responsibility of maintaining those principles are inherently also 
established . And they will be. The cor r upj — o-f-f- 1 u l a 1 fc. -r4u4ges , et 
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10.0OO per d«y in federal Recorve Notes or an fsnual amount in cold 
or silver ^pouic for (rt 120 of days) an d continuing pr D69cu i nonBl 
aeuuuUu upon me Cor the last two yearfc- One Billi on p»r year, 

coming to a minimum of^Twu BjJllQja E^j^aOtgiS ^ntfr" "rW rhr 

interest upon thiy yum in F-'odftrs 1 rte*»rv& Notes or t.hfi oquivalent 
amy wnt in wold or silver specie, 

.USC Tit 1ft 1fi Section 241-?d2 

^Ili£l*J-"HHI^iUJaJJ^ Abuoc of Off i ce ; is made* when a ocrvsnt ar.rina 
Udder t;ulor- of his office or employment commits an off#n*» if 

^^ent-ioha] 1y subjects another to mi otrealmont or to arrest 
detention, aaarah, »^mo, diopoMeseien, »oo» Mn t , or Tien that 
he/she knows 1s unlawful; _or 

(2) intentionally denies or impedes or impedes another 1n the 
exercise or enjoyment of any right, privilege, power or immunity 
i^winjj hi 3 conduct is unlawful. Those corrupt officials acting in 
concerted effort commit collusion, conspiracy ... ignoring criminal 
complaints, violation of our National Constitution and not only do 
tney ven(>re A uar 1 Taw^sirfa' vidiftti Tng' -fl^ccfmrtlOr,' c«V"p r ft ri Yo tt' B , "nor 
only do they ignore Our law* but those of Our Heavenly Father- «,,d 
encourage others to do so also — XI Timothy 3: 1-9, Psaln>s 10 8 
tWioked Judges will be judged) , Psalms 58 and Psalm St>! 
TJeuteronomy U, and Deuteronomy 25; 13-15. Al&o the tiibl* informs 
Umt - hf> whn r1 n ^ s not r aJL aa his vn i co aMftfrTfi t ny i Tjjprijj^,, -j f 
doer must suffe r his fate. Ezekiel 3; v/-ia. Prggb s ?n veTslPF 
.f^ pd 4 Ihn a n who fo rgaKe t aa l aw praTiethTlTTc' ked . bur -gr7os e 
who keep the la,w rftgjpt- Uaflm" ■ < joSmon Lew ^ToTTvpha 1 1 be entered 
upon the property of many evil doers. SUch C ommon Law Court 
torbnisJJiorftsoncfl of any judge or Lau^r from p^rT Tc 1 pat T7Tg -M> 

^^F?-*^^ The rlJT^ToTth e 

U nU ed S tates S upreme- Upu rt ^rrr • ft +flFr -y-, Braxton-. ■ tSS j?~ S~~lFf , S 
Bp t ,cvf_ic a ]]y forbids JudgeTTTom mvnkinn »n,,i*„ ' iuIL iad iTtlnTTn 

remove Common Law Liens or sWjjr touds on tTT TT^ 

of Kial who aUftmpt .n tn mndify nr rnnnum Ej r-„ m n n T ^^jLinjCjT 



u. v. i..ee iob US 19B; Bivens v. » unknown Agents, 400 US 862- 
Ha ff in ;- ^ 1979} US (.TJiis Hen i» not d^^r^ S jj* jng 

ynars and cannot be ex t i not h dua £0 death whether aooidentlv 
purposely, gLrbyrrg^^^ 

on Bondi; art/ to Jbrfcnura p^C^Io^ ^ • — __=—=__ — 



COMMON LAW LIEN ON BONDS 

On ALL State and Federal Foreign Bankrupt Corporate United 
btatos Government (Volume 20 of Corpus Juris; Secundum at 1758) 
0t f t te3 : . [he United States ftovernm^ a Forftian n.rp.^t ^ n 

with rospect to a staly N.Y. re Mar Mam as M f 505; 141 N Y 

TTfli ^ffirmeri Jfl S . Ct , 1 0 73; 41 L , Ed" pft?j . L ands. Bankin g 
J miL 1 tut ions, Properties, Wights, papers, vehicles, electronic 
devices, hereditament, appur tenanoes , liberties, privileges, an d 
the reversion and reversions, remainder and remainders, rents 
iftsmea and profits thereof, any and every part and parcel thereof 
and all singular with appurtenance. And all properties, buildings 
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and Innris In America., holdings, homes, profile, and -ill g« i r> and 
iitfct, rumen to including their Bonds which hove been posted and held 
by t.hoeo acting aa Foreign Agents, "Police State" Polio©, or 
foreign Tribunal Judge* ( Lxacut i ve Adm i n i * t rat i v» Tribunals.) with 
clnrka/Hagistra tae, dhfifti-.timiiv nnll pd Lawvor / judpos , Pol it Icionc, 
Cor' nipt Off loialu and those colling wc out to tho New World Ordor 
o lour ly k& "Domoatio Enemioa". ^onaroaa hon »l*>H ff /.-.H ai | tj .ii-- 
I 'WQPl-RT Y in_ the Unite-H ^\ Hi,*.* f is tbjfii r-»*H»r«-j — Lt^«,^-- vr Core , (Hoe 
monor.nry nooontrol- Aot of 19eo o nH H.m ippi The f ederal Judoo* are 
paid by the Intor nat ion* 1 Monetary fund controlled by the United 
Nations Commissioner. This Common Law Lien ser ves notice to All 
Foreign Interest and International Moneylords that thov cannot fak e 
our lands, property or recp iyersh i p thereof, this fi lina is made in 
The Spirit of the law to protect the illegal-going "Conspira cy in 
uci. ion efforts to impose Martial Law thus collapse Airier ica ([ruse )- 
wnd place their new constitution of Interdependence wh i oh HTfiey 
shall try to overpower the free Citizenry with clearly, setting 
themselves up as double agents/selling out a© "Domestic Enemies 
committing Sedition and TREASON, /or this reason an d clear Civil 
Right© Violation?, Damages, looses. Official oppress ion , abuse of 
office, usurpation of Power , impersonating Judicial Powers and 
Fraud which has no statue of ') imitations* and "including the 
Negotiable Instruments Law, and fraud vitiates the most solemn of 
contracts, I. Randv Reed ITI. and on "behalf of" the free people . 
formers and a o* t-.wr i t.v file this Common Law Lien on the bonds on 
these corrupt Officials and encourage others to do ©o. ~~* 



LEGAL CONSTRUCT 



Common Law Liens "At Law" supersedes! any other Mens, Drummond 
Carriage Co. v. Mills, ( 1696 ) 74 N.W,, 966; Hewitt v. William, 47 
La. Ann 742. 17 So. 269; Carr v. Dei I. 1U S.E. 235; McMahon v. 
Lundin, 58 N , W . .627 and may be satisfied only when a Court of 
Common Law is called to convene pursuant to order of the el«oted 
Sheriff under Amendment f of the Bill of Rights. Due tu Lhw direct 
Civil Rights violations made upon Randy Reed III and others and the 

free people who unknowingly through deception and fraud may have 

surrender ad their rights through governments "lack of Good Faith", 
"unclean hands" and "failure to notify" an ongoing conspiracy, and 
official oppression. 

NOW 1 HbREFOREF. ; if said lien shall be well and truly paid 
according to its tenor to the lienor or rescinded by the lienor 
herein named, then this title shall be void, otherwise all rights, 
ownership, interest, use and full control of the herein described 
property will remain in Full Force and Effect Forever to the lienor 
herein named or his heirs and/or assigns. The failure*, refusal , or 
neglect of the Respondent to demand the Sheriff to convene said 
Common Law Court within C 90 j days from the date of this filing this, 
•instrument will he deemed to be "prima fauie" evidence of an 
admission of waiver" to all their rights, bonds and property. 
Demand ui made upon all public officials under penalty not to 

....... -.j„ r , -i «nv mnrmtn_ This lien i& made to 
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the National Constitution provides that "Congr ess shaj ) maka oo t M v r 
prohibiting the free exercise o f r e 1 i a i o n"T ~*r7ci , becaus e Civil and 
■C riminal fuo imr inamL on FHe~ peo ple art* a c k.i- vj oTit^ ~* 

Deuteronomy 26:14 M6, UnT lea Stal es Constitution; Article f~ 

Section 8 (coin anOegutate money), and Article 1, Section 10 f|M 0 
state shall make anything but gold or silver coin 6 tender 1n 
payment of debtaj, it is my responsibility to my Sovereign Lord to 
Speak out and assist anyone needing my help, As 1 a™ sure you must 
kitow, LhB Nuremberg Doctrine provides that it is every Sflvn^i 0 n 
CljJOzgnilJIiar^j responsibi lity to disobey i n Jiumane orders or law s. 
Ihey have committed documented crimes of practiced Genocide 
technique® upon those who follow the laws of Moses and of the 
nwmbor of the 12 tribe© of the fciibl© golna directly against even 
one of us Is too damaging, By the authority vested in me by my 
Grantor and Lord. ^I have a responsibi lity to. expose the evil schem e 
and plot put upon us ( Ezekiel 18:10-fgy : The Pastors and Preachers 
hav& a fitate 1 i cense Known as a boi-ca, and not r Because 
t. a t e licensed Preachers and Pastors out of tear do not expose your 
Gf.iilfiVft:«icnt and false debt, their silence causes us to reclaim 
America through filing a Common Law l.ian and d_omanri for a Commo n 
l^w__J,IojjrJ: — as — a novidetr by the 7th Article of tha NaHnnai 
C onst J tut i on , we the People declare we know your purpose and we 
pray for your poor miserable souls Psalms 109, II Timothy 3:1-9.. 

■ witness whereof, I have hereunto set my Common Law hand signs to 
the effect, Deuteronomy 19:16, so at the mouth of two witnesses, or 
pit the mouth of three witnesses, so shall the matter be 
estab 1 i shed , 



5,) (a) 

The said Foreign Tribunal, rules of Procedure are promulgated 
by the corporate Supreme Court of the State of Texas and 
Pennsylvania pursuant to C.H.S. 13-6-SOI (y) and or by the Bankrupt 
Corporate United States Supreme Court, and pertain only to the 

^Statutory 'Person" as rte-f i ned — in — M o n e U v n ttPt Z of Socia l 

Services. Ch I , &d — , : and were not inst :i tutad nor to b» used 

Tor the purposes abrogating, injuring, oppressing, intimidating, or 
t href a tern ny the De Jure Citizen in the free exorcise of any of his 
Constitutionally secured Rights , Pr ivi leges , Immunities of hio 
Constitutionally secured Rights, Privileges, Immunities, and/or 
Liberties, pursuant to Crowley v. Hardman Bros. , and further do not 
apply to the prejudice , damage or injury of a Common Law "Do Jure" 
Sui Juris Citizen with Uod *■ created and^given unalienable Birth 
Rights as secured by "The Declaration of independence" and the 
declaratory and restrictive clauses and Mandates of the "Sill of 
Rights" of the ordained and estab 1 1 shod Const 1 tut i on of and for the 
Union of several States of the United States of America (1787), 
Amendments i>X (1791); and under the within Article IV, Section 2 
&3; Article VI, Clauses 7. &3; and as further reiterated, 
incorporated and secured under the provisions and Mandates of the 
ordained and established Constitution of the Sovereign State of 

■•*■--» l . *»H/«io 11 Kptnt. inn 
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Unmjthor i S6d uourpat. i on and abuee of Power pursuant to 1 Am. Jur . 
2d. Sec. 8^, and Purtuont to the Laws made in Pur&uanoe of said 
tsi-fln inori and established Constitutions, 

"The Slate finnnot diminish the Righta of t.h** Poop 1 s> , " Hor to do 
v?. . DtHFornla, 110 U.S. 51 e 

"Whoro R.ghtfc «»c;ured by the Conot i tut i on are involved there 
<:un bo no Fiulo making or Log i u 1 o t i on which abrogate them". Miranda 
v. Ariaona, 384 U.S. 438, at 491 (196£i): Alao see, MuCulloch vs. 
M&ryland t 4 Wheat 31G, 406 (1619)} Marbury vs. Madison, 2 Cranch 
5 U.S. 13?, 176 and 177; Federalist Papers No. 70, 

"Th© Rill of Rights is oe 1 f-OXOOUt 1 nj|{ the Rights therein 
recognized or estab VI shed do not depend upon legislative action in 
order to become* operative", Medina vs. People, 164 Colo. 4,, 337 P. 
2d, 733 ( 1963) cert. , denied, 379 U.S. 848, 65 S. Ct . 68, 13 L. Ed. 
~Ad_£>2 (19B4), 

(b) The procedures commended and had in the af oresa id do facto 
State Tribunal under C.R. Cr . P. Case No. they used against ma 
falls under the Doctrine of expediency which has been ruled 
uncohsit i tut ional by both the Supreme Court of and l or the State of 
Texas, and in the Supreme Court of and for thr? United States of 
America, Gould vs. U.S. 25 U.S. 2S8 , 41 S. Ct , 2fc&, 85 I,,. Ed. $17, 
and constitutes an overt denial of an impartial hearing upon 
probable cause, and further, was used to fraudulently conceal the 
true character of the parties and the illicit acts of the de facto 
complaining party, constituting and obstruction of Justice, and an 
intentional furtherance and compounding of the drpr i vat ions end 
violations of the secured fundamental Riant of the Plaintiff to be 
informed of the TRUE Nature and Cause of the accusation, to defend, 
and to "Due FVocess and Equal Protection of the Law" under tho Law 
of the Land. Twining vs. State of New Jersey, 53 L. Ed. 97; U.S. 
vn, Latt imore.- 215 F-. 2d 847 < u S . vb Cru Iksbwnlr ; 9? U.S. 588; Any 
Venue or jurisdiction and personal jurisdiction obtained by them 
was under Fraud, force of arms, threat and duress , Any of these 
are unlawful. My liberty is restrained by fear and threat . 
Currently 104 Military Bases: those of Admiralty, Air h-orce , Army 
and Marines along with Hundreds of Thousands of American' very 
finest men across the Nation have been notified, written request to 
uphold their "Sworn Oaths to protect us from both F-oreign and 
"Domestic Enemies" of which the corrupt officials clearly are, It 
was not and never my intention to waive venue under the 6th 
Amendment, Not only the letter of the law but also the Spirit of 
the law must also be known and judged. In order tor a court to 
have jurisdiction they must have "subject matter". None is given. 

(c) The determination of causes; under aaid Court Rule a is left to 
the Special privilege, immunity and franchise of an Association of 
licensed "Persons" i.e. "Attorneys"., in violation of Article V. 
Section 25b of the Ordained Constitution of the State, and a 
usurpation of the political power and liberties reserved by "The 
Poople pursuant to Article II, Section 1 and 2 and who being alien 
Uupresentat i ve Agents of a Foreign Socialist Democracy Preamble, 
Code of Professional responsibility, and who in aa id character and 
capacity have boen granted "Due Process" and "Faua 1 Protection of 
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the Law" and NO OTHER , have 1 Awful 1y UbUrpod Lha gale and fexclUffciv© 
Right of "IlKi Pouplo" of Governing thfcrn&e 1 vko. , as « F : RE=t , SOVEREIGN 
AND INOlil'LNDLNI STAT IT" . with overt intent and purpose to violate, 
abridge, abrogate, deprive, injuro , and oppress CiLi^ona in their 
cocuroo RlMhtfc, Privileges and Liberties to Associate, to Equal 
Ate e as to the ConctituHon.il Courto of Jud i c. i n '1 P owe re , to obtoin 
Distributive and Cominut&fa i ve Justice, to be bsours in their- Lives, 
Liberties And Proper t iea and to subvert and violate the declared 
"Pub 'Mo Policy" of "Wc the People'' qo ©pt forth in the Preamble to 
CRid ordained and eatab 1 iehad Constitutions. Kedtara 1 i tit Papers Mo 
84 . 

{d) And where also, said Foreign Agent/Representat i vea have 
1 1 l i c i t 1 y entered <n Sedit ious Treaties, Alliances, Conf ederat ions 4 
and Agreements with Foreign Powers, and accepted Emoluments and 
Titles of Nobility therefrom, and have no Extradition Clause upon 
which to claim Foreign Jur i sd 1ct ion over the Plaintiff Randy Reed 
111, De Jure, Jus Soli, Ju?; sanguinis Citizens of said FREE, 
SOVEREIGN , and INDEPENDENT Texas Republic, nor to usurp, form and 
erect Fore ion Tribunals therein in lieu of the LAWFUL, 
CONSTITUTIONAL COURTS of Justice said Sovereign state, nor through 
illicit prevarication and malversation, convert, them into engines 
of oppression for and/or in interest of their Foreign Principal 
and/of 1 lu Organizations, Bankrupt Corporations, and/or p.a i n of the 
Officers, Employees, Servants, Slaves, Representatives and/or 
Foreign Agents thereof. 

Said Foreign Principal and its Officers, Agents, Employees, 
Servants. Slaves, Representatives and/or Agents, have wantonly and 
seditiously caused, instituted, taught, adviaed and defended 
y UN DAME NT A l changes in Our declared social , economic industrial and 
governmenta l former and character , ane^ brought their Foreign 
Districts, Laws and Jurisdiction inland and Personal Jurisdiction 
under colors of Admiralty and V i ce-*Adm i ra 1 ty , with intent to 
Tyrannical ly conceal, hinder, delay and obstruct the due 
administration of Justice under the Supreme Law of the Land, and 
under the direction and control of said Foreign Principal, commit, 
further and compound criminal acts with intent to change, expel, 
exile, abolish and overthrow the ordained and established 
Republican form of Government, expatriate, De Jure, Jus soli, Jus 
sanguinis Citizens and ouster, disseize and/or expropriate and 
alienate their secured Rights. Privileges, immunities and Liberties 
under false pretenses and Oaths, and under colors of Powers and 
Authority NOT DELEGATED by the same ©aid ordained Constitutions and 
in direct and intentional contravention and violation of the 
PROHIBITIONS declared and expressed therein, constituting acts of 
TREASON and SEDITION against the Peace and Dignity of the People of 
the Free, Sovereign and Independent State of Texas (by Treaty) and 
of the Union of State of the United Estates of America, a Republic, 

The P 1 a i nt i f f , Randy Reed III, is not committed or detained by 
virtue of any process issued by ANT Court of and for thw United 
States of America, or by ANY lawful, Constitutional Court of »nd 
for the Sovereign State of lexas, nor by any Judg« thereof, in any 
uw&e where any yuch Court or Judge has had exclusive Jurisdiction 
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under t.he respective Const i tut ionc or Lawc made in Purfeuftttcft 
1: ho roof , or any ca«e where any euoh Court or JudQe haa had or 
ncquircicl oxclusivo jurisdiction by the commencement of any ouit in 
any Lawful , ContsL i tut i«n&l Court of the SLato of *tyour otato) nor 
in he Committed or detained by virtue of the f ina.1 .iudgamont or 
doc-roe of any compaUnt Court of Civil or Criminal Jurisdiction, or 
by virtue of any execution issued upon such ,'judBOfYi<2>nl or decree. 

Tho ortuoo of the unlawful roetraint. , to the boot of th« 
I now " ttd«e nncl belief of the Plaintiff, is under fa 1 oo pretont;oo, 
uolor-L* and pretext of the provisions of tho Treaty hntwfeun the do 
facto UNITED S1ATLS, (is a Bankrupt Corporetor , the de facto Stat© 
of 1 cxatj , t\nd Pennsy 1 var i n As Corporator-, tho State of Texas and 
Pennsylvania as a Corporator, and the Communist controlled United 
Nations and/or its orflan i zat ions , Bankrupt Corporation!; and/or 
A&UOCinfc ion* , and the Officers, Employees, Servant©. Slaves, 
kepr esentat i vos and/or Foreign Agents thereof, 

Texas has be bold enough to put the hammer and sickoi on the cover 
of tho April 1991 State Bar Book covers. The be Jure Citisren 

herein. Randy Reed III, being domiciled in the Pree. Sovereign, 
Independent 'lexas Republic has not signed ANY Waiver and consent to 
l»e extradited, expatriated nor to the removal or prosecution of the 
instant cause under ANY Foreign Laws, Jurisdiction, personal 
Jurisdiction or procedures. 

That the restraint and detention in my life was illegal «nd 
unlawful for 1 want of Jurisdiction in the Martial Law Court© in 
Georgia and violate my family, acting as Foreign Tribunals* LhaL 
took illegal jurisdiction over De Jure , Free Citizen * ( your name). 

WHERE!- ORfc: , the Plaintiff. Randy Keeti ill appear inn Specially 
and NOT generally, in Exile, sin JURIS, JUS SOLI , JUS SANGUINIS , 
don i Jurisdiction and personal jurisdiction to any and ell 
Foreign Tribunals, and waives none of his rights. Privileges, 
Immunities and/or Liberties, at AMY TIME-, i nc Vud't ng* but- not 1 iitri (.<*<! 
to Absolute Immunity", "Political Immunity", "Asylum", "Rule of 
Specialty" and "Diplomatic Immunity" under the Doctrine of 
Expatriation and Alienation , as a de jure Citizen of the Free, 
Sovereign, and Independent "We the People"; and, 

That the Plaintiff hereby reiterates and exercises ALL of his 
Rights, Privileges, Immunities and Liberties pursuant to the law of 
the Land as both Testamentary and Heir "At Law" within the 
Sovereign Republic of Texas, and claims Political Immunity, 
Absolute Immunity, Asylum, and Rules of Specialty under the 
Doctrine of Expatriation and Alienation, and hereby i nourporfttes 
Articles of TREASON, pursuant to Article 111, Section 3 of the 
ordained and established Const 1 tut ion of and for tho Union of 
States of the United States of America (1?G7), and under Article 
J ;t , Section 9, of the ordained and established Constitution of the 
State of Texas, and Directs documented assaults of Genocidal acts 
upon Randy Reed III and my family for which they will not bo 
released. Plaintiff commands this Judicial Court to force all 
respondents to follow the procedure set forth within the Clean 
Hands Doctrine, where respondents Arends, EM en venue Said Agents and 
Officers, Judge, Sheriff, Governor', Senator nnd/or Marshals, all 
mu.'it confess to their criminal acts of judgement as the Complaint 
piatcjd, befor-u they can enter this Judicial Court and see»k relief 
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unrnunu 



from t.hn law that they violate. No P ub7 To servant , an be „„ lpll 
trnm prnbecution and judgement after Uiey violate "Wo the People 's 
Uonst i tut ion® and falsify their oath of off 



WHtHfchORE , U ic hereby COMMANDED AND ORDERED Lhat the above 
Respondent Court/Tribunal produce ALL documents. Constitutions 
(.haulers. Tmnt.i^, Argument*, Convent iono, Pactions' 

ronfGdtrat ions and/or Allies from and/or under which it usurps 
ita delegation and premutation of Power and Authority Lo enter 
•set or bcI in any manner whatever in Th1» or Any other C«*u or 
Controversy, within eaid l-»e< 5 . Sovere^n, Independent Stale, and- 
Whore AH also it Hi hereby COMMANDED AND OH0ENE0 Uml the 
above; named Respondent Court/Tr ibuna 1 s which acted against me 
illegally, to produce ALL documents of International origin' 
including but not limited to ALL contracts, Agreements, and/or 
Poet ions with Foreign Organizations such as the Bankrupt 
Corporations, and/or Associations Courts, whether Artificial or 
factious Entities, or Governments In their Entirety, with ALL 
business ond/or teat of government find their Titles, Masonic 
'I Hies, in their entirety. 

It is further COMMANDED AMD ORDERED that the above named 
Respondent Court/Tribunal, or the Jutfye/Ma«i strate/Comm issn' oner 
thereof, produce ANY and ALL Oaths of Office, any secret 
convention!:;, pactions with any entity, foreign or domestic, by which 
usurpation of Power and Authority are derived, by which the 
suspension of the Lawful Oe Jure Constitutional Courts and Offices 
tribunals act , whether they be formed or erected under color of law 
or pretense of City, County, District, State, National and/or 
Associations formed under direction and/or control thereof. 

And be it further COMMANDED that the above named Respondent 
Tribunal produce ANY AND ALL Agreements, Contracts, Compacts, 
Conventions, Pactions, Subscriptions etc, , for which any emolument, 
Esompsnsot ion , interest, financing,- and/or any subsidisation is 
received, for the support, maintenance and continuation of said 
Tribunal , and the form or substance of the same. 

OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE 
IT IS HEREBY COMMANDED that the above rinnied Respondent De 
l-acto Court/Tr i buna! CEASE TO EXIST AND FUNCTION until the Court is 
established as a Judicial Court of and for the United States of 
America under Article III of "We the Peop1e"'s Constitution of 
1787, and where said Court shall guarantee full protection of 
Plaintiffs Birth Rights as set forth in We the Peoples Bill of 
Rights of 1791, Further, until the proper, express, particularly 
specified Constitutional jurisdiction and Courts be re instituted, 
reinstated and established, in pursuance of and under Mandates of 
the Union or States) of the United States of America ( 1786 J, and 
pursuant to and under the ordained and established Constitution of' 
and for the free, Sovereign, Independent, Republic of the 
California State, and the Declaration of Independence C. 1776 J. this 
court is not an Article III Court as paid for by tender of Silver 
Co i n . 

WHEREFORE, this Plaintiff, Randy Reed III, filed this action 
in Law and within the jurisdiction of "We the Peoples" Judicial 
Court for the purpose of correcting wrongs tnat have been dono by 
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the 0«1 andante and for the purpose of prevent, 'i ng Defendants from 
nmitlnuinp I" violate thmr Mahts to life, liberty and t-ho pursuit, 
nf hwppine&si with We the People of and for the Btstft of Texas, . 
Plaintiff denies any Court/Tribunal and its OlTlaers. Employees, 
Servants*, Slaves, Representat i voa and/or For e 1 on Agent o thereof ANY 
WAIVER or .-jurisdiction and nny authority to pruused in thif- action 
until re-institution and reinstatement of yairt proper MANDATED 
,iur iodict iuri And Court ESTABLISHED and .fun sicl i ot 1 on by Article 
171 [)( "We the h'wopleV' ConuL i tution , is the only jur ltd ict iun 
permitted in law, 

ANUf-URTHFR, it is hereby DECLARED by the "Wo Urn People", Sui 
Juris, Handy Reed III, et al . , Jus Soli, Jua gftneuinia. , that AL f 
Treaties, Conventions, Alliances, Confederations, Agreements, 
Charters*, Contracts, Subscriptions, Claims, Judgements, Orders, 
Decrees, Titles, Liens and/or Pactions of and/or in the interest of 
and/or with the United Nations, its Organ • zat i ons , Bankrupt 
Corporation:;! and/or Assoc iat ions by Secret Oaths, the documented 
"Plan of Naamah" . and/or Associations are patently On-Constitutional 
being Seditious within and against the ordained and established De 
Jure Republic of the Union of the States or the United States of 
America, the Constitution thereof and the Laws made in Pursuance 
thereof, and Un-Conat itut ional and Seditious within and against the 
be Jure hree, Sovereign, Independent Republic of Texas State the 
Constitution thereof, and is illegal, unlawful and against the 
lexas State and the United States of America, and against the 
!r. i '?.M t ' > f 0 / reaty C>f the Un T te C Nations and IS /ARE HEREBY DECLARED TO 
H- NULL AND VOID IN ITS/THEIR ENTIRETY, AND AGAINST THE DEC) A RED 

putmc policy or the de jure sovereign nation, state and people 

This action is filed in the We the Peoples Judicial Court of 
Claims ir, Law and filling fee tendered in Silver Coin in order to 
prevent the Defendants from claimino immunity in thoir Legislative 
Inbunal for the 6e facto. Democratic State of. the Socialist 
Democracy, where the Government employees hold office- «r 
commissioned officers and claim immunity from beins prosecuted and 
liable for 1 NEASON when they operate as Double Agents, Defendant-- 
must, follow the principal* of the Clean Hands Doctrine and any 
employee claiming the authority of We the People* Article 
Court, shall remove themselves from this action if they are 
prejudice against the Sovereign Power of We the People of artd for 
the Constitution both State Republic. National Constitution of 1787 
and the Dill of Rights C17&1'). 

I, Randy Reed III, pray to amend other names/ violators. 

Submitted this ,_£.-^Z.___ day of _ y ?2La^., 18U3. 



Randy Reed III, "At. 



To the Military Judge Advocate Gene 
Submitted acrosa the Nation since Ge 
or America, 




S u i Juris 



concerns the lifeblood 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF HARTFORD/NEW BRITAIN 
AT HARTFORD 



THE DIME SAVINGS BANK 




OF NEW YORK, FSB, 


No. 704155 


Plaintiff, 


APPLICATION FOR DISCHARGE 


vs. 


OF INVALID LIEN 


THOMAS M. READ, 




Defendant 


RESPONDENT'S 




MEMORANDUM IN 




OPPOSITION TO DISCHARGE 




OF A COMMON LAW LIEN 



I Basis of Read's Common Law Lien 

The right to title in the name of me and my wife of the premises knownas 161 
Grove Street, Bristol, Connecticut, only became an issue after my family's financial 
collapse in early 1989, and that financial collapse was a direct consequence of many years 
of unlawful and fraudulent litigation that the State of Connecticut and its courts know was 
directed against us and which the State of Connecticut and its courts know involved 
professional misconduct by its own "officers of the court", here in Connecticut. The 
Superior Court, district of Danbury, at Danbury, presently maintains jurisdiction over 
these matters. 

This Court must accept the determinations of the jury at a 1986 trial, Docket No. 
CV-83-0283376S, and this Court must affirmatively act to protect our to-date frustrated 
right to redress and other constitutionally protected rights as a duty superior to any 
allegation of a contrary "discretion" under any statute, Ii-icause the judicial power of this 
Court is .always subject to Article First, Sec. 1 (Equality of Rights), Article First, Sec. 10 
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(Right of redress for injuries), and Article First, Sec, 1 \ (Right of private property), of our 
Connecticut Constitution. 

In these matters, neither the legislative, nor the executive, nor the judicial branches 
of the government of the State of Connecticut nor of the federal government may assert 
their respective governmental authority to deprive us actually or constructively of our 
property, or otherwise by any act deprive us of our other private rights under protection of 
federal and state constitutions. See: Loan Association v, TopeUa . 20 Wall, 655 (1974), 
at 663, as follows: 

"The theory of our governments, State and National, is opposed to die deposit of 
unlimited power anywhere, The executive, the legislative, and the judicial branches of 
these governments are all of limited and defined powers," 

"There are limitations on such power which grow out of the essential nature of all free 
governments. Implied reservations of individual rights, without which the social compact 
could not exist, and which axe respected by all governments entitled to the name." 

In my case, the federal government and the State of Connecticut have both acted 

in such manner as to affect multiple violations of our constitutionally protected rights, 

over our multiple objections, and the federal government in particular has resorted to 

utterly fraudulent statements of fact and unauthorized use of federal powers never 

intended for the purpose exercised, in order to accomplish their intended untoward 

objectives. Until 1991, the State of Connecticut had not of its own volition (as in the case 

of the federal government) commenced an attack upon our family. However, the 

circumstances surrounding the involuntary eviction of me and my family, and the 

subsequent unlawful appropriation of our personal property by persons unknown to us, 

but necessarily known to the evicting authorities, raises a real question of the manner in 

which officers of this court attend to their business. It is these issues that form the basis of 

my common law lien. 

2. How prior issues gain priority over post foreclosure rights of The Dime. 
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My wife and 1 involuntarily defaulted upon our contract with The Dime, and were 
duly sued in this court in an action in foreclosure, in 1990. By our agreement, an order of 
strict foreclosure was entered by this court on August 13, 1990, Due to a pending federal 
action intended to immediately obtain interim relief sufficient to meet our obligations to 
The Dime, my wife and I were granted 90 days by the court to cure the default by 
payment from us to The Dime of the sum of $354,000.00, or that we would lose our title 
interest in the property. 

I do not dispute the right of The Dime to take title of property voluntarily 
presented as security by a borrower upon a note in agreement to repay a loan. I do not 
challenge the lawful duty of the courts of the State of Connecticut to authorize the 
Mortgagee to transfer title from a defaulted mortgagor to its mortgagee, A mortgagor 
waives certain of its rights when it signs a contract with a mortgagee, and certainly it 
waives any right to title upon a judicial determination of a default and a failure to cure the 
default. 

Other private rights (including other property rights) are not waived by a 
mortgagor upon making its note exclusive from mention of those other rights. If these 
rights are timely asserted, then due process requires appropriate consideration and 
allocation of both judicial and law enforcement resources to justly secure those timely 
claimed rights. 

The right to possession and control of the above named premises was not 
voluntarily relinquished by me or my wife, and we affirmatively asserted our continued 
right of possession and control of the Grove Street to The Dime, in late 1991, after an 
order of ejectment had been entered and our attorney had refused to raise our underlying 
problem involving frustration of redress events related to the D anbury judgment, as an 
issue in the ejectment proceeding. 

Our right claimed prior to our involuntary ejectment 5s that I and my family have 
the right to possess and control the Grove Street property until such time as our here-to- 



Law Lien Study Guide www.suspicions.info 



79 



1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
IS 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 



for frustrated right to redress is enforced by a competent court, and we are repaired for all 
manner of damages done to us. The right we claim involves protections guaranteed to our 
persons and property not subject to chattel, and arises under the equal protection 
provisions of our Connecticut Constitution and are collaterally imposed upon the State of 
Connecticut by the Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. In short, our right to 
be repaired prior to any preventable deliberate or consequential damages to us is superior 
to The Dime's right to liquidate its Grove Street property. Its own discretion concerning 
the Grove Street property may not be held superior to our individual rights of self 
preservation under any state statute, if such discretion involve further damages to us and if 
repair to us would reasonably mean repair to The Dime. No statute enacted by our 
legislature may be used as an excuse to abridge or extinguish any private rights protected 
by our federal or state constitutions. See Loan Association v. Topeka. 20 Wall. 655 
(1874), at 669, as follows: 

"Subject to the Federal Constitution the legislature of the State possesses the whole 
legislative power of die people, except so far as the power is limited by the State 
constitution. ", citing: Bunk v. Brown , 26 N.Y. 467. 

"Our own decisions are to the same effect ... "the legislative power of a State extends to 
everything within the sphere of such power, except as it is restricted by the federal 
constitution or that of the State.", citing: People v. Draper . 15 U.S. (?) , at 532. 

Accordingly, llie legislature of the State of Connecticut, the governmental agency 

giving birth through statutory law to all corporate lenders such as The Dime, may not 

authorize a statutory person (such as The Dime) to take possession and control of 

property belonging to another which is not a part of its perfected security, nor may a state 

legislature authorize a statutory person to take possession and control of its security, when 

to do so would violate any private rights of an individual person that are protected in 

substance by any provision of the U.S. Constitution. The bar to such manner of legislation 

arises under the equal protection and due process provisions of our own State 

Constitution and the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. - 
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Moreover, the State judicial, Us legislative, and its executive branches are charged 
with the ongoing duty to protect the private individual from any manner of abuse of 
private right violations from any quarter upon demand by a private citizen. 1 have made 
my demand by filing my Common Law Lien. 

3. Nature and priority of damages imposed upon mv family. 

The damages include those declared by the jury based upon the merits it 
adjudicated ($10,000.00, plus costs and interest), and additionally our damages resulting 
from repeatedly complained of — but never adjudicated -- allegations of acts of larceny, 
extortion, fraud to the Connecticut court in Danbury (submission of a forged document by 
the federal plaintiff in that action), and racketeering activity under both Connecticut and 
federal law, and vexatious litigation under Conn.G.S. §52-S68(a)(2) for a period of 5-1/2 
years (March 1981-October 1986, a total of $346,000.00 x 3 = $1,038 million). The 
1986 Danbury judgment named certain individuals involved, and that judgment in 
conjunction with many post judgment events in Northern California and in federal court in 
Connecticut, implicate several others as acting unlawfully and unconstitutionally under 
color of federal law. We require the affirmative assistance of the State of Connecticut to 
obtain repair to us for all manner of damages ' arising under the laws of the State of 
Connecticut, and which are within the jurisdiction of the State of Connecticut. 

The unadjudicated issues mentioned above are still timely and ripe for trial, and 
certain limited damages in substantial amount are ripe for summary judgment under either 
state or federal law. It is this circumstance in conjunction with the general guarantee of 
protections under the Connecticut State Constitution and the U.S. Constitution as stated 
upon the face of my Common Law Lien, that warrant my personal act as a citizen of the 
United States, and a long time resident of the State of Connecticut, under my retained 
powers protected by the Ninth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution, to use extraordinary 
means to protect my family, its reputation^and its property, from further damage and 
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abuse, and to further secure a means of lawful repair to us for the past thirteen years of 
willful and malicious fraud perpetrated by persons unlawfully and unconstitutionally acting 
under color of federal law, outside this state, but who have voluntarily submitted to the 
laws of the State of Connecticut and to the jurisdiction of the Superior Courts of the State 
of Connecticut, in 1986. 

After such repair Is made, we further asserted the right to cure our default 
including reasonable costs and interest, and make The Dime whole and re acquire title to 
the Grove Street property, and a further right to be protected in our persons and our 
property (including the preservation of our own statutory right to reclaim our home) 
during the interim. 

This right arises under the common law, as there is no known written state or 
federal statute to protect our private rights in our unique circumstances. The right is 
generally covered under provisions of the First, Fourth, Fifth, Seventh and Tenth 
Amendments of our U.S. Constitution, as they protect an individual person's right to 
redress, unlawful seizure, due process, arbitrary official taking, civil jury trial, bar to 
federal redetermination of jury found fact and common law remedy after a civil jury trial in 
a competent court, and jurisdiction of federal, state and individual rights and powers. 
Protections are nevertheless availed to persons, both as to affirmative bar and as to 
ultimate remedy where no statute specifically provides protection of an otherwise 
constitutionally protected right. See: Bivcns v. Six Unknown Agents . 403 U.S. 388, at 
407, wherein Justice in a separately concurring opinion states as follows: 

"To be sure, 'it must be remembered that legislatures are ultimate guardians of the 
liberties and welfare of the people in quite as great a degree as the courts.' Missouri. 
Kansas & Texas R. Co. v. Mav . 194 U.S. 267, 170 (1904). But it must also be 
recognized that the Bill of Rights is particularly intended to vindicate the interests of the 
individual in the face of the popular will as expressed in legislative majorities..," 

See also Lonn Association v. Topeka > 20 Wall. 655 (1874), as follows: 

"It must be conceded that there are such rights in every free government beyond the 
control of die State. A government which r^ognized no such rights, which held the 
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lives, the liberty, and the property of its citizens subject at all times to the absolute 
disposition and unlimited control of even the most democratic depository of power, is 
alter all but a despotism.*' Id. at 662 

Furthermore, the U.S. Constitutional protections in the Fourth Amendment against 
unlawful seizure; the Seventh Amendment protections against U.S. Court redetermination 
of facts found by a jury in a trial by a "competent court"; the Fifth Amendment protections 
against violations of due process (both procedural and substantive); and the Tenth 
Amendment allocation and separation of power to both the federal and state governments, 
conjunctively through implementation by the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution, command this court to make a full and de novo review of the circumstances 
leading to our default upon the mortgage to The Dime, prior to any presumption of extent 
to which it may exercise any perceived judicial discretion under C.G.S. §49-51. 

Article VI of the U.S. Constitution lays upon the judges of the State Courts the 
duty of such manner of constitutional interpretations, and those interpretations are the 
foundation upon which my lien is constructed, and is therein rooted. Specifically it states: 

"This Constitution, and the laws of the United States which shall be made in pursuance 
thereof; ... shall be die supreme law of the land; and the judges in every flate shall be 
boiind thereby, anyt hing in the const itiiti on or laws of any state to the contrary 
notwithstanding ." (emphasis added) 

The U.S. Supreme Court has made clear that states may not so construct their 

statutes as to take private property (and other constitutionally protected rights) from one 

person and actually or constructively give it to another (See: Loan Association v. 

Topekft . 20 Wall, 655 (1874), generally at 662-63), nor by any act of an otherwise valid 

state law enforcement, provide a benefit to one sector of the state society at the expense 

and damage to private protected rights of an individual, See: Mvles Salt Company. Ltd.. 

v. Board of Commissioners . 239 U.S. 392 I478](1916); 

"It is true the law of the state as written is not attacked, hut the law as administered and 
justified by the supreme court of the state is attacked, and it is asserted to be a violation 
of the Constitution of the United States." Id. at 396 [484]. ■ 
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"It is to be remembered that a . . . [power granted by legislative intent to improve public 
benefit} and when it is so formed to include property which is not and cannot be 
benefited directly or indirectly, including it only that it may pay for the benefit to other 
property, there is an abuse of power and an act of confiscation.: Id, at 396 [484]. 

"We are not dealing widi motives alone, but as well with their resultant action; we are not 
dealing with disputable grounds of discretion or disputable degrees of benefit, but with 
an exercise of power determined by considerations not of the improvement of plaintiffs 
property, but solely of the improvenient of the property of others, ~ power, therefore, 
arbitrarily exerted, imposing a burden without a compensating advantage of any kind." 
Id. at 396 [484], 

The issue involving the State of Connecticut directly as to its duty to observe a 
priority of rights in favor of my family arises not only from the questionable circumstances 
involved in our eviction on August 5, 1992, but its prior holding of our property in 
Ridgefield, CT, under circumstances within the fraudulent Danbury action against us that 
it knew were highly questionable. The fact that the authority upon which an encumbrance 
may be arbitrarily levied was declared unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court in 
Connecticut v. Doehr, 111 S.Ct. 2105 (1991), is of no benefit to my family as to the 
immense damages we suffered during the pendency of a fraudulent attachment from 
September of 1983 through November of 1986. 

Our subsequent deprivation of redress in the courts through acts committed by 
non-state entities, and federal protections extended to the federal actors found guilty of 
willfully inducing us into a fraud by the 1986 Connecticut jury, are all issues very ripe for a 
Connecticut Superior Court de novo review, generally under its authority pursuant to 
Conn. G.S. §52-350d, as to the constitutional issues expressed above, and which all arose 
after and as a direct result of the unlawful behavior adjudicated by that Connecticut jury, 
A thorough review by this court shall disclose that we have undergone a devastating 
ordeal that was never within our control to avert, and that the impact of the actions upon 
our lives has not been even considered by those responsible for the fraud. 

Before any further damage or potential damage is done to us by those asserting or 
who have asserted control over our persons and our property, we are entitled to be both 
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protected and repaired under the common law, The Common Law Lien is our means of 
asserting our right to our pre-existing property, and our means of protecting our right to 
acquire our deserved benefits of good citizenship that we have had denied to us for the 
past 13 years, It is not intended to harm any entity* and evidence to that objective is found 
by observing that it attempts to sue no party, nor does it anticipate a need to sue any 
party. Rather, it stands as our guardian to protect the rights of my family, and to provide 
us sufficient cash to purchase outright a new home if we are not allowed to again take 
possession and control of that which is rightfully ours, our complete repair. 

We regret any inconvenience to The Dime, but we did not entice, compel, or in 
any manner deserve the treachery foisted upon us, and the imposition imposed upon The 
Dime shall always be less than the damages done to each member of my family, and this 
Court has the power to assist us to obtain that which is ours in order that we may repair 
all of our creditors, Once this is done, all of the innocent victims of the Northern 
California bankruptcy court appointees who have suffered with us in Connecticut, shall 
have been repaired by us. The origin of repair is from those who created the damages in 
the first instance, and from whom repair is lawfully obtained. That result is just, and that 
result is justice. 

4 Argument in specific opposition to the Applicant's Memorandum Of Law. 

The Applicant's assertion at page 1 and in part ULA., that there is no legal 
authority to support a common law lien, is false. Common law liens are legal in all 50 
states of the union, and may be designed to protect any rights arising under the common 
law for which there is no statutory protection provided by either the federal or state 
governments. Our U.S. Constitution recognizes the common law, and the U.S. Supreme 
Court has specifically forbidden judges from invoking equity jurisdiction to remove a 
Common Law Lien, or similar "clouds of title". See generally, Rich v, Brnxton . 158 U.S» 
375, supra. ^ 
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The Applicant's assertion at page 1 and in part M.B., that my Lien, may violate 
Conn. G.S. §52-278a, is false. Such an accusation presupposes that I intend to sue The 
Dime. To the contrary, I have diligently attempted to avoid any suit against The Dime in 
observation that The Dime did not originate, nor did it participate in the events leading to 
our financial collapse, nor did it willfully interfere with my efforts to obtain redress. In 
short, The Dime is a third party victim of a federal racket, and it is damaged by those who 
intended damage, and did damage me and my family. It is from them that I intend to 
obtain remedy, not The Dime, 

The Applicant's assertion at page 1 and pan IILC, that my lien may violate 
Connecticut's lis pendens statute, Conn. G.S. §52-325, is false. Again, the point of the 
instrument was missed by The Dime. The private rights violated were pre-existing rights 
under the common law, and protected private rights under the Constitutions of the State 
of Connecticut and the United States. Those private rights do not arise under any 
contract, nor do they arise under statutory law. A lis pendens is an unsuitable statutory 
instrument to protect pre-existing private rights under the common law. 

The Applicant's assertion at page 1 and part IILD. that my lien was not recorded in 
conformity with the statutory requisites for any legitimate lien, assumes that the statement 
of the past Attorney General for the State of Connecticut, now Senator Joseph Lieberman, 
has a legal opinion that carries the force of law. He is a distinguished gentleman of high 
character, but he is not a judge, Sen. Lieberman made his remarks as this State's attorney 
for the people, and it presents an interesting argument. The fact remains that no 
legislature, no constitution, and no court shall ever codify all law as to all circumstances as 
may arise under the common law. An inopposite holding is flirtation with tyranny. 

The Applicant's conclusion in part IV. is based upon presumption and false logic. 
The Applicant's assertion at page 2 that 1 had failed to voluntarily vacate the Grove 
Street premises, is misleading. I and my family have been unable to voluntarily vacate the 
Grove Street premises due to extreme financial hardship imposed by the years of unlawful 
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litigation directed against us, as evidenced by our D anbury judgment. Our submission to 
the process of justice in the Connecticut State courts has utterly destroyed our finances, 
our ability to earn an income, our reputations, and our children's childhood. We did not 
leave our Grove Street home because we could not leave our home, We had no place to 
go, and no means by which to move ourselves there even if we did have a place to go, 

The Applicant's admission at page 2 that it ejected us in order that it might 
"recover its judgment debt", is quite misleading. Its "judgment debt" is an award of 
approximately $354,000.00, upon a delinquent mortgage of $300,000.00. It placed the 
5600 sq ft Grove Street property upon the market for an asking price of $189,000.00 
(replacement cost for the land and buildings would exceed 51 million in even today's 
depressed economy). It would appear that The Dime may have longer range plans to 
"recover its judgment debt", remainder after sale, from the only judgment debtor — me and 
my wife, I have chosen to pay The Dime the entire amount of its "judgment debt" — just 
as soon as the wheels of justice turn for me and my family — and regain the title to my 
home that justice would never have required us to lose. 

The Applicant claims at page 2 that it was "forced to defend numerous frivolous 
motions filed by the Respondent" in various courts. I simply deny that any of my motions 
were "frivolous". I shaft be pieasedto present pruof to- myderrial to - a jury if need be, but I 
prefer not to grind my corn again if avoidable. 

The Applicant asserts at page 2 that I "unlawfully" clouded title to the Premises, 
decreased its value, and negatively affected its salability. The Applicant is mistaken. 

The Applicant alleges at page 2 that it will be irreparably damaged by losing the 
pending sale of the Premises, unless the lien is discharged by May 30, 1993. In fact, I and 
my entire family have already been irreparably harmed by the past 13 years of legal 
opportunism allowed to federal crooks by courts both federal and state on both coasts of 
our continent. If I obtain repair for my family prior to May 30, 1993, The Dime shall be 
completely restored by its target date. If nQt, then equal application of the law requires 
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The Dime to restrain its urges for cash - in an amount equal to the restraint I have had to 
put forth in ray own quest for justice. 

The Applicant cites on page 3, PatP" v. Robinso n, 81 Conn. 547, 554, 71 A. 730 
(1909), that a Hen can only be created by consent with the owner, or without his 
consent by operation of some positive rule of law, as by statute, 1 * (emphasis added) The 
applicant mistakenly concludes from this quotation that absent an owner's consent or a 
"statute expressly authorizing a lien on land", that the single example of a form of "rule of 
law" is preclusive to all other forms. The common law is another form of the "rule of 
law", and it provides this means to protect that which is rightfully due to my family. 

The constitutions, both State and federal, are also originations of "the rule of law", 
and not only tolerate my lien, but the U.S. Constitution makes express provision for any 
manner of private action I might imagine to create to protect my property interests that is 
not barred by federal or state statute. That U.S. Constitutional provision is the Ninth 
Amendment, and it acknowledges that all powers not delegated to the federal government 
by the Constitution, nor asserted on their behalf by the States, remain vested in the people. 

On page 4 the Applicant seems to equate a lien with a debt The two are mutually 
independent. My common law Hen protects my family's right to exist, to have shelter for 
our needs, and to obtain redress for a litany of abuses against us." The Dime has a duty to 
us t but it has not yet acquired a debt. The Dime must wait. 

On page 5, the Applicant cites authorities from sister states to his point that a lien 
requires a specific statute. In argument, I submit that equally abundant authority exists in 
sister states in opposition to the Applicant's position. See generally, Williams v. Nelson , 
45 U 255; Kuhn v. McAllister . 1 U 273, affirmed, 96 U 587, 24 L.Ed 615; Koffler, 
COMMON LAW PLEADINGS . Ch. 1, West 1969; and the previously mentioned 
decision from the U.S. Supreme Court, Rich v. Braxton . 158 U.S. 375. For the reason 
that private rights are not created by statute, and that the private rights of my family have 
not been protected by statute, our remedy "at law" is necessarily extra-statutory. 
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1 Conclusion 

At a hearing on April 19, 1993, this court expressed its concerns that I observe 
that the underlying purpose of the law is "fairness", I have always regarded it so. 
Unfortunately the law has not been very fair to my family since beginning upon the date 
we moved into this fine State from our prior home in Texas. That day was May 1, 1980, 
and that date marked a thirteen year odyssey through nine different courts, in four 
different states, upon two sides of our continent, taking all my family's wealth, completely 
destroying my faith in our federal government, and further involving a merciless attack 
upon my character and utterly unwarranted federal sanctions, all of which were done to 
protect a group of federal criminals using their positions in the federal bankruptcy system 
in Northern California as a power base to embezzle, steal, and extort moneys for their own 
personal and private, unjust enrichment. I want fairness too. I earnestly believe that 
fairness and justice demands this court to review the history of my case in terms of the 
constitutional issues I have merely mentioned herein, and use all its power as a "superior 
court of general jurisdiction" to assist us to obtain our just redress, pursuant to its 
jurisdiction under Conn. G.S. 52-3 SOd. 

To that end, I shall be pleased to submit -many documents that detail in precise 
terms the manner and means of federal treachery averred to in this Memorandum. 
Meanwhile, I am enclosing some papers relating to the judgment debtor from the Danbury 
action, and also describing his friends. The problem is a continuum, and unless and until 
the courts (federal and state d truly mean fairness when they say "fairness", honest, decent, 
hardworking American citizens are made grist for their racketeering mills. 

Respectfully submitted this EUrckday of April, 1993, 

se - 5 ^*^\ v .-„■.-, .. , , . 

P.O. Box 1794, Bristol, CT 0601 1 (203) 582-5361 
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IN THK DISTRICT COURT WITHIN AND FOR THE OKLAHOMA COUNTY 

RTATK OF OKLAHOMA 

PETER MICHAEL KING, K! ) ' • "MN.-y, fifl 



Denandant, 1 ^' fO P 3*! 

) 1>( 

v- ) ','.!■;■,, 'j ''. No. (M 92-8121 14 

UNION BANK AND TRUST ) 
Company, an Oklahoma ) 
banking association, ) 

) 

Respondents. ) 

COMMON LAW LI KH 

NOTICE AND DEMAND 
NOTTCR in hereby qiven that this Common taw Lien Claim 

is being filed i ii good Faith ns a legal AL-Law Claim {as distin- 

qulsherl ronn an pqui tahl p or r La tu tor y claim) upon and collectable 

out of real property commonly known as FIN LEY 1 S PARKSIDE ADDITION, 

with the following description: 

Lot Four (4), Block Two U), FIN LEY ' S PARKSIDE 
ADDITION, an addition to Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
County, Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat 
thereof . 

PERSONAL PROPERTY : This claim shall operate in the 
nature of a "security" for the repair and improvement of the 
herein described property. This claim is made pursuant to the 
decisions of the United States Supreme Court (See Memorandum of 
Law) . 

This Common Law Lien is dischargeable only by Demandant, 
or by Common Law Jury in a Court of Common Law and according to 
the rule of Common Law. it is not otherwise dischargeable for 
100, years, and cannot be extinguished due to the death of 
Defendant, or by Demand's heirs, assigns, or executors. 

This Common Law Lien is for repair and improvement made 
by said Peter Michael King between January 1, 1986 and August 1, 
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1992 in the amount of $48,600 .lawful money of the United States, 
a DOLLAR being described in the 1792 U.S. Coinage Act as 371.25 
q rains of fine silver. 

The failure, refusal, or neglect of Respondent to 
demand, by all prudent means, the Sheriff of this County to 
convene a Common Law Jury to he.tr this action within ninety 
(90) days from the date of filing of this Instrument will be 
deemed as prima facie evidence of an admission of "waiver" to 
all rights on the property described herein. (Neglect to give 
reasons on the record for a refusal to call said court has been 
held a "waiver"; see law express and implied in 1 Campd . 410 n.< 
7 T nd . 21). 

This Common [jaw Lien supercedes Mortgage Liens, Lis 

Pendens Liens and Liens of any other kind. 

T . 

This is a suit or action at Common Law, and the value 
in controversy exceeds twenty dollars. The controversy is not 
confined to the question of Title to Property, but to Demandant 
Common Law Claim for the repair and improvement to the herein 
described property, wherein the Demandant demands that the said 
controversy be determined by a Common Law Jury in a Court of 
Common Law and according to the Rules of Common Law. 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

This Claim through Common Law Lien is an action at 
SUBSTANTIVE Common Law, not in Equity, and is for the repair 
and improvement of the herein described property as of November 
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Subs tati t i ve Common Law is d is t i nqu 1 shed from mere 
"common law procedure". Lawyers and judges are misinformed to 
think, plead, rule or order that the substantive common law 
rights and immunities have been abolished in Oklahoma or any other 
state. Only "common law procedure" created by the chancellor/ 
chancery lias been abolished. This is to say, the "forms" of 
common law and equity were abolished (Kimball v. Mclntyre, 3 U 
77, 1 P 167), or that the distinctions between the forms of 
common law and equity were abolished by Rule 2 of Civil Procedure 
{Don Is V. Utah R.R., 3 U 2 IB, 223, P 321.) 

However, the abolition of mere form does not affect 
nor diminish our substantive (common law and Constitution) 
Rights and Immunities ( UCA 78-2-4, S. 2), for substantive law 
(e.g. our INALIENABLE Rights and Immunities) have not changed 
with this state's adoption of Rule 2, combining the court's form, 
remedial, ancillary adjective procedures- ( see -Bonding v. Nonatny, 
200 Iowa, 227, 202 N . w . 508 ) , for matters of substance are in the 
main the same as at substantive common law (Calif. Land v. 
Solioran, 82 U 267, 17 P. 2d 209), and old terms (words and 
phrases describing law and substantive procedures) used in 
common law can not be ignored (O'Neil v. San Pedro RR , 38 U 475, 
479, 114 P. 127), the modifications resulting being severely 
limited in operation, effect, and extent (Maxfield v. West, 6 U 
379, 24 P. 98) for a total abolishment of even the purely equity 
or purely common law forms has not been realized, and must ever 
be kept in mind (Donis v. Utah FR, supra.). Thus, a right to 
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establish a "common law lien" is not, and was not dependent 
upon a statute or chancery rule for its creation as a remendy, 
and where the right to establish a "common law lien" is part of 
SUBSTANTIVE common law, our riqhb is antecedent to creation of 
the "state" or its chancery/procedure which right runs to time 
immemorial (Western Union v. Call, 21 SCt SGI, 181 U.S. 765). 

We must be sustained in our acts, mere chancery, equity 
having no jurisdiction so to counter. 

"... if the facts stated (see facts related to our 
'common law lien') entitle litigant (Demandant) to any remedy 
or relief under SUBSTANTIVE haw (supra.), then he has stated 
good subject matter, Common Law Men and Writ of Attachment — 
and the Court must enter judgment in his favor in so far as 
an attactc on the sufficiency of (Demandant's) pleadings are 
concerned." (Williams v. Nelson, 45 U 255, 261, 145 P. 39; 
Kuhn v. McAllister 1 U. 273, ,a.f firmed f . 96, ,U 5a7, 24 LE.d 615.) 

For "although lawyers and judges have buried the 
common law, the common law rules us from its grave." (Koffler, 
COMMON LAW PLEADINGS, Intro. Ch. 1, West 1969). 

The general rule of the common law is expressly 
adopted by Oklahoma and i s in force in this state and is the law 
of the land and by its operation can impose a common law lien 
on property in the absence of any specified agreement (see the 
law express and implied in the class of cases represented by 
Drummond v. Mills, [1098] 74 N.W. 966; Hewitt v. Williams, 
47 LaAnn 742, 17 So. 269 [1894]; Carr v. Dail, 19 S.E. 235; 
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McMahon v. Mindin, 50 N.W. 027}. 

The Magna Charta governs as well, retaining and 
preserving all rights antecedent thereto, which was restated 
in (1.) Massachu se t ts Bay Charter, (2) Massachusetts Constitution, 
and (3) the Federal Constitution, (modeled after the Massachusetts 
Constitution), after which the Oklahoma Coiisbi tiubion is modeled, 
all construed in pari materia, the State Constitution being a 
LIMITATION on the state's power (Fox v. Kroeger, 119 Tex 511, 
35 SW.2d 679, 77 M,R 663.), the Constitution acting prospectively 
declaring rights and procedures for ttie Tuture but not diminishing 
rights extant prior to establishment of the state (Grigsby v. 
Reib, 105 Tex 597, 153 S.W. 1124; Southern Pacific Co. v. 
Porter, 160 Tex 329, 331 SW.2d 42), and no now powers contrary 
to our common law Rights/Immunities were "granted" to the state. 

II . 

Common Law Liens at Law supercede mortgages and 
equity Liens (Drummond Carriage Co. v. Mills [1698] 74 N.W. 966? 
Hewitt v. Williams 47 La. Ann. 742, 17 So. 269; Carr v. Dail, 
19 S.E. 235; McMahon v. Lund in, 56 N.W. 827) and may be satisfied 
only when a court of Common Law is convened pursuant to order of 
the elected sheriff. Such Common Law Court forbids the presence 
of any judge or lawyer from participating or presiding, or the 
practice of any Eguity Law. The ruling of the U.S. Supreme 
Court in Rich v. Braxton, 150 U.S. 375, specifically forbids 
judges from invoking eguity jurisdiction to remove Common Law 
Liens or similar "clouds of title". 



94 



Common Law Lien Study Guide www.suspicions.info 



Further, even If a preponderance (>r pvidence displays 
the lien bo be void or voidable, the Equity Court still may not 
proceed until the moving party has proven that he asks for r and 
comes "to equity" with "clean hands". (Trice v. Comstock, 57 
C.C.A. 64G; West v. Washburn, 130 N.Y. Supp. 230.) 

Any official who attempts to modify or remove this 
Common Law Lien is fully liable For damages. (U.S. Supreme 
Court: Rutz v. Economy, 98 S.Ct. 2094; Bell v. Hood, 327 U.S. 
67R; Belknap v. Scliild, 101 U.S. 10; U.S. v. Lee, 196; 
Rivens v. Unknown Agents, 400 U.S. 862.) 

DEMAND is hereby and herewith made upon all public 
officials under penalty of Title 42, United States Code, 
Section 1986, not to modify or remove this Lien in any manner. 
(This Lien is not dischargeable for 100 years and cannot be 
extinguished due to the Demandant's death or by Demandant's 
heirs, assigns, or executors.) Any Order, Adjudgment, or 
Decree issuing from a Court of Equity operating against to 
interfere or remove this At-Law legal lien would constitute 
direct abrogation/deprivation of Demandant's Oklahoma State and 
United States Constitutionally guaranteed Rights. 

This Notice is give inter alia to preclude a jury 
trial on the certain claim, and to provide*"for Summary Judgment 
on the said certain Claim should the Respondent admit "waiver" 
and refuse to call said court. 

THE SAID CLAIM DUE AT LAW IS $48,600 as of November 10 
1992 for the repair and improvement of the herein described 
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Property . The symbol "$" menus "doJJnr" a» de r i mpc! by the 
unrepealed (1792) U.S. Coinage Act, which is 371.25 grains of 
fine silver for each "dollar" and is thab "Thing" mandated 
upon the State of Oklahoma by Article I g I, Article II, § 2, 
United States Constitution. 

Peter Michael King demands all his Common Law Rights 
at all times and in all places along with those rights 
guaranteed in Manga Charts, Declaration of independence, 
United States Cunshi but iun , and the Oklahoma State Constitution, 



Peter Michael King 



1» "Wt^ a Notary Public for the State 

of Oklahoma, residing at j i$0( UnaW, &wJU b*tj 
witness on this day that the above person knowh to mej did 
execute the above affixed signature to this instrument, or that 
this is a true ant* correct- copy of the original instrument. 

Notary Public f 

Date: loyYI^ 



Date Commission Expires: K / jj Y (o 



[END OF THIS DOCUMENT] 
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BACKGROUND MATERIALS 



I W * P — 31 

determine whet facta constitute fraud — the special 
fun of each case mutt be considered. North Amer- 
ican Financial Group, Ltd. v. S.M.R. Enterprises, 
Inc., D.CDL, 383 P-Supp. 691. 697. 

COMMON-LAW INDEMNITY 

In tort actions, "common-law indemnity" it eq- 
ui tattle doctrine which developed w exception to 
harsh rule that tort-feasors were not entitled to 
apportion damages or thift liability between them- 
selves through contribution or indemnification. 
Hardy v. Monsanto Enviro-Cbwn Systems, Inc., 323 
N.W.2d 270, 294, 414 Mich. 29. 

COMMON LAW INDEMNITY CLAIM 

"Common law indemnity claim" it one without 
express contractual provision and typically bated 
upon concepts of active- putive negligence. Public 
Service Co. of Colorado v. United Cable Television 
of Jcffco, Inc. ColaApp., 816 P.ld 289, 291 

COMMON-LAW LIABILITY FOR NEGLIGENCE 

A statutory proceeding for "workmen's compensa- 
tion" aod the "common-law liability for negligence" 
of employer are mutually exclusive remedies, and the 
former affords social Insurance irrespective of fault 
fox consequences of aa industrial accident arising out 
of and in course of employment, while the latter la a 
common-law mode of redressing personal injuries 
attributable to fault not within the Compensation 
Act . Imre v. Riegel Paper Corp., 132 Aid 303, 
511, 24 MJ. 438. 

COMMON-LAW UEN 

A "common-law lien" is the right to retain posses- 
sion of a chattel or personal property until some debt 
or demand due the person In possession Is paid. 
Federal Land Bank of Omaha v. Boose, Iowa, 373 
N.W.2d 118, 120. 

'* A > Vw*fTTfTffw J hrw"liffTt w ~iy tlHrrigtlf'flf ftrtft wffft ty* 
labor, skill, or materials adds value to chattel of 
another, whether under an express or implied agree- 
ment with the owner, to retain possession of the 
chattel until the owner hat paid for the value of his 
services. : Apartment Owners and Managers Com- 
mittee of State College Am Chamber of Commerce 
v. Brown, 312 A.2d 473, 476, 232 Ps.Super. 339. 

"Common-law liens," even when they wen appli- 
cable, dealt only with personal property, and were 
valid only in favor of creditor In possession. Moore 
v. Swiss, ED.N.C, 673 RSupp. 1398, 1400. 

"Common law lien** it generally defined as 'right 
of one person to retain in his possession that which 
belongs to another until certain demands of person 
in possession are satisfied, U.S. v. Hart, D.C.N.D., 
543 F.Supp 470, 474. 

A "common law ben" is the right to retain posses- 
sion of personal property until some debts due on or 
secured by such property is paid or satisfied. Beck 
v. Nutrodynamics, Inc., Ii6 A2d 713, 717, 77 
NJJuper. 448. ••• > - • -< 

A "common-law lien" is the right of an artisan 
who has performed labor or furnished materi al m 
repairing vehicle at the request of the owner to retain 
possession 01" the vehicle until such time is he b paid 
for the services be has supplied. State ex r«L Rue- 
sekr Motor Co. v. Klaus, MoApp., 263 S.W.2d 71, 



COMMON-LAW MALICE 

A "common law lien" refers to the right of a 
bailee to retain the possession of personal property 
until a debt due or secured by the property is 
satisfied. In re Stevooluut, Inc., Bkncy.N.Y., ' 2S 
B.R.320, 323. 

"Common law lien" is right of artisan, who has 
performed labor or furnished material to improve or 
repair chattel at request of owner, to retain posses- 
sion of chattel until be is paid. Herpel v. Farmers 
Ins. Co., Inc., MoApp., 795 S.W.2d 508, 509. 

COMMON-LAW MAUCE 

"Common-law malice" may be shown by conduct 
manifesting personal ill will or carried out under 
circumstances evidencing Insult or oppression or 
even by conduct showing reckless or wanton dis- 
regard of one's rights. Ryan v. Herald Ass's, Inc., 
366 A2d 1316, 1319, 152 Vt. 273. 

Qualified privilege as to defamatory publication is 
not defeated upon showing of mere negligence; 
proof of "common-law malice," that Is, behavior 
actuated by motives of personal spite, or ill will, 
Independent of occasion on which communication 
was made, is required Gazette. Inc. v. Harris, 323 
S.E2d 713, 727, 229 Vs. 1. 

"Willful indifference** for purposes of punitive 
damage award is not equivalent to common-law 
malice in defamation action; "common law mauW 
In this context has been defined ts making statement 
from ill will and improper motives, or causelessly 
and wantonly for purpose of injuring plaintiff Wir- 
ig v. Kinney Shoe Corp., Minn., 461 N.W.2d 374, 
381. - 

"Common-law malice" is some sinister or corrupt 
motive such ss hatred, revenge, personal spite, ill 
wilL or desire to injure plaintiff, or communication 
made with such gross Indifference and recklessness 
as-t o ss f iewnMo' w an ton or wiHfor disregard of rights 
of plaintiff and focuses upon both knowledge of 
falsity or reckless indifference to falsity and speaker's 
motive and mental 'state. Great Coastal Exp., Inc. 
v. Ellington. 334 IE. 2d 846, 851, 230 Va. 142. 

"Common-law malice,** for defamation purposes, 
is behavior actuated by motives of personal spit* or 
ill-will, independent of occasion on which communi- 
cation is made, Smalls v. Wright, 399 S.E2d 803, 
808. 241 Va. 51 

"Common-law malice" in defamation context has 
distinct definition: whether defendant made state-, 
meat from ill will and improper motives, or cause- 
lessly and wantonly for purpose of injuring plaintiff, 
Rico v. State, Minn., 472 N.WJd 100. 107. „ ,,,„ 

"Common-law malice" connotes hatred. 111 will or 
spirit of revenge or conscious disregard for rights 
and safety of other persons that has great probability 
of causing substantial harm. Jacobs v. Frank, 373 
N.E.2d 609, 613, 60 Ohio St-Jd 111. .j.c.,! 

Pefamation plaintiff must prove ^common*law 
malice" to overcome conditional privilege; «uch 
malice involves actual ill will or intent to causelessly 
and wantonly injure plaintiff, and may be shown by 
extrinsic evidence of personal ill will or by intrinsic 
evidence toch as exaggerated language of 
or extent of statement's publication. Hunt v. Uni- 
versity of > Mirwesots, MtaaApp,, 463 N.W.24 88, 
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"3) " 

General Provisions 11 USCS § 101 

conduct is made subject to closer scrutiny than those dealing at arms 
length with the debtor. If the debtor is an individual, then a relative of 
the debtor, a partnership in which the debtor is a general partner, a 
general partner of the debtor, and a corporation controlled by the 
debtor are all insiders. If the debtor is a corporation, then a controlling 
person, a relative of a controlling person, a partnership in which the 
debtor is a general partner, and a general partner of the debtor are al) 
insiders. If the debtor is a partnership, then a general partner of or in 
the debtor, a relative of a general partner in the debtor, and a person in 
control are all insiders. If the debtor is a municipality, then an elected 
official of the debtor is an insider. In addition, affiliates of the debtor 
and managing agents are insiders. 

The definition of "insolvent" in paragraph (25)[(29)] is adapted from 
section 1(19) of current law. An entity is insolvent if its debts are 
greater than its assets, at a fair valuation, exclusive of property 
exempted or fraudulenUy transferred. It is the traditional bankruptcy 
balance sheet test of insolvency. For*a partnership, the definition is 
modified to account for the liability of a general partner for the 
partnership's debts. The difference hi this definition from that in 
current law is in the exclusion of exempt property for all purposes in 
the definition of insolvent 

Paragraph (26)1(30)] defines "judicial lien." It is one of three kinds of 
liens defined in this section. A judicial lien is a hen obtained by 
judgment, levy, sequestration, or other legal or equitable process or 
proceeding. 

Paragraph (27)[(31)] defines "hen." The definition is new and is very 
broad. A lien is defined as a charge against or interest in property to 
secure payment of a debt or performance of an obligation. It includes 
inchoate hens. In general, the concept of lien is divided into three kinds 
of hens: judicial hens, security interests, and Statutory liens. Those 
three categories are mutually exclusive and are exhaustive except for 
certain common law hens. 

Paragraph (28)L(32)J defines "municipality." The definition is adapted 
from the terms used in the chapter IX (municipal bankruptcy) amend- 
ment to the Bankruptcy Act enacted last year (Pub. L. 94-260). That 
amendment spoke in terms of "political subdivision or public agency or 
instrumentality of a State*'. Bankruptcy Act § 84. The term municipal- 
ity is defined by those three terms for coirveiuence. Ir does-not include 
the District of Columbia or any territories of the United States. 
"Person" is defined in paragraph (29)[(33)]. The definition is a change 
in wording, but not in substance, from the definition in section 1(23) of 
the Bankruptcy Act. The definition is also similar to the one contained 
in 1 U.S.C. § 1, but is repeated here for convenience and ease of * 
reference. Person includes individual, partnership and corporation. The 
exclusion of governmental units is made explicit in order to avoid any 
confusion that may arise if, for example, a municipality is incorporated 
and thus is legally a corporation as well as a governmental unit The 
definition does not include an estate or a trust which are included only 
in the definition of "entity" in proposed 11 U.S.C. 101(14). 
"Petition" is defined for convenience in paragraph (30)[(34)J. Petition is 
a petition tinder section 301, 302, 303, or 304 of the bankruptcy code- 
that is, a petition that commences a case under title 11. 

21 
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Common Law 
Lien Definition 



Common Law Lien Definition: One 
known to or granted by the common law, 
as distinguished from one created by the 
agreement of the parties. It is a right ex- 
tended to a person to retain that which is 
in his possession belonging to another, un- 
til the demand or charge of the person in 
possession is paid or satisfied. (Whiteside 
v. Rocky Mountain Fuel Co., CCA. 1 01 F.2d 
765, 769.) (Emphasis added.) Black's Law 
Dictionary 6th Edition. 

Here's more advice from persons who are not 
licensed to practice law. 

The first thing you (Demandant) must do be- 
fore filing a Common Law Lien is to read the docu- 
ment carefully in order to have a thorough under- 
standing of your rights. 

After you fully understand your rights pertain- 
ing to the document, then you and whoever jointly 
owns the property with you must sign the docu- 
ment in front of a Notary Public. 

Take the document to your County Clerk's 
office and file it. You will be charged a fee, (prob- 
ably about $20.00). The clerk will stamp your copy, 
and a "certified" copy will be sent to you in about 
30 days. If you wish to have a "certified" copy im- 
mediately, you may request one from the clerk for 
an additional nominal fee, (probably about $9.00). 

Send a copy of the document, certified mail, 
return receipt requested to the Respondent 
named on the front page of the lien. (It does not 
have to be a certified copy; a photo copy will suf- 
fice). 
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If your property is about to be foreclosed on, then the 
Respondent(s) will probably not be overjoyed at your action, be- 
cause it prevents them from taking (stealing) your property. It's im- 
portant to understand that the filing of a Common Law Lien in your 
favor, (Demandant) does not necessarily prevent foreclosure. It sim- 
ply means that you (Demandant) must be paid before anyone else. 
(See definition of Common Law Lien taken from Black's Law Dictio- 
nary, on page 2 of the document). 

"Rights of a national citizenship not spelled out in the First and 
Fourteenth Amendments, but implied by republican character of our 
system of government, include the right to petition Congress (and 
the courts) for redress (of grievances), enter any State of the Union, 
assemble, discuss national laws and supply information to other citi- 
zens with respect to national laws." Kinner v. City and County of San 
Francisco, 35 Cal. Rptr. 43 (1 963). 

A citizen who knows his rights, and acts upon those rights in a 
lawful manner, shall not be cheated, plundered, or stolen from. "Study 
to show thyself approved unto God, a workman that need not be 
ashamed and who correctly handles the word of truth." // Timothy 
2:15 

Finally, it must be understood that only you can help yourself, 
through personal study and education. This is your responsibility, 
and not anyone else's. We can only guideyou in the right direction. 
Remember, -you are not alone and there is strength in numbers. 

"Two are better than one, because they have a good return for 
their work: if one falls down, his friend can help him up. Though one 
may be overpowered, two can defend themselves, and a cord of three 
strands is not quickly broken." Ecc. 4:9-10, 12 

May God bless you richly. 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
COMMON-LAW LIEN 



A "common-law lien" is the right to retain possession of a chattel 
or personal property until some debt or demand due the person in 
possession is paid. Federal Land Bank of Omaha v. Boese, Iowa, 373 
N.W.2d 1 18, 120. 

A "common law lien" is the right of one who by labor, skill, or 
materials adds value to chattel of another, whether under an express 
or implied agreement with the owner, to retain possession of the 
chattel until the owner has paid for the value of his services. Apart- 
ment Owners and Managers Committee of State College Area Chamber of 
Commerce v. Brown, 382 A.2d 473, 476, 252 Pa. Super. 539. 

"Common-law liens," even when they were applicable, dealt only 
with personal property, and were valid only in favor of creditor in 
possession. Moore v. Surles, E.D.N.C., 673 F.Supp. 1 398, 1 400. 

"Common law lien" is generally defined as right of one person to 
retain in his possession that which belongs to another until certain 
demands of person in possession are satisfied. U.S. v. Hart, D.C.N.D., 
545 F.Supp. 470, 474. 

A "common law lien" is the right to retain possession of personal 
property until some debts due on or secured by such property is paid 
or satisfied. Beck v. Nutrodynamics, Inc., 186 A. 2d 715, 717, 77 
N.J. Super. 448. 

A "common law lien" refers to the right of a bailee to retain the 
possession of personal property until a debt due or secured by the 
property is satisfied. In re Stevcoknit, Inc., Bkrtcy. N.Y., 28 B.R. 520, 
523. 

"Common law lien" is right of artisan, who has performed labor or 
furnished material to improve or repair chattel at request of owner, to 
retain possession of chattel until he is paid. Herpel v. Farmers Ins. Co., 
Inc., Mo. App., 795 S.W.2d 508, 509. 

Generally, "common-law liens" pertained exclusively to personal 
property, and normally required, for their continued efficacy, a con- 
tinuance of possession in the lienor. Camden County Welfare Bd. v. 
Federal Deposit Ins. Corp., 62 A.2d 41 6 1 N.J. Super. 532. 

See Maritime Lien. Todd Shipyards Corp. v. The City of Athens, 
D.C.Md., 83 F.Supp. 67, 75. 

A "common law lien" - is a right extended to a person to retain 
that which is in his possession belonging to another, until the de- 
mand or charge of the person in possession is satisfied. Williams v. 
Creer, Tex.Civ.App., 1 22 S.W.2d 247,248. 

For a "common-law lien" to exist, it is indispensable that the claim- 
ant should have an independent and exclusive possession of the prop- 
erty; the right to the lien being based directly on the idea of posses- 
sion. Bell v. Dennis, 93 P.2d 1003, 1 005, 43 N.M. 350. 
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A "common-law lien" is a mere right in one man to retain that which 
is in his possession belonging to another until certain demands of 
the person in possession are satisfied, and it cannot continue with- 
out possession. Bell v. Dennis, 93 P.2d 1 003, 1 005, 43 N.M. 350. 

"Common-law liens" depend on possession, and end with surren- 
der of possession. McFerran v. Louisville Title Co. 's Receiver, 71 S.W.2d 
655, 657, 254 Ky. 362. 

"Common-law lien" is right of person to retain property belonging 
to another until demands against such other person are satisfied, and 
"particular lien" is right to detain possession of particular property of 
another as security for debt or obligation. Bennett v. Brittingham (Del.) 

140 A. 7 54, 1 55, 3 W.W. Harr. 519. 

An "equitable lien" differs essentially from a "common-law lien," in 
that the latter constitutes a mere right to retain possession of a chat- 
tel until a debt or demand due the person retaining it is satisfied; 
whereas, in the case of an equitable lien, possession remains with the 
debtor or person who holds the proprietary interest Foster v. Thormton, 
179 So. 882,892, 131 Fla. 277, 

A common-law lien is simply the right to retain possession until 
some obligation of the owner is satisfied, while the equitable lien is 
no more than a right to proceed in an equitable action against the 
subject-matter of the lien and have it sold or sequestered and its 
proceeds or rents and profits applied to the demand of the owner of 
the lien. Oppenheimer v. Szulerecki, 1 30 N.E. 325, 328, 297 III. 81 , 28 
A.L.R. 1439. 

Claims of common carrier for freight and demurrage for transpor- 
tation of materials for use of highway contractor are not to be denied 
benefit of Rev. Code 191 5, § 2644A, sec. 25A added by 29 Del. Laws, 
c. 224, and bond furnished thereunder to protect laborers and mate- 
rialmen, merely because common carrier has a common-law lien for its 
charges, whereas other transporters have no such lien. State v. Aetna 
Casualty & Surety Co., Del., 145 A. 172, 1 75. 4 W.W.Harr. 158. 

Party claiming "common-law lien" should have independent and 
exclusive possession of property, right to lien being based directly 
on idea of possession, and as general rule such lien is waived or lost 
by voluntarily and unconditionally parting with possession or control 
of property to which it attaches, and cannot be restored thereafter 
by resumption of possession. Ellison v. Scheffssky, 250 P. 452, 453, 

141 Wash. 1. 

The "equitable lien" differs essentially from "a common-law lien"; 
the latter being the mere right to retain the possession of some chat- 
tel until a debt or demand due the person thus retaining it is satisfied; 
possession being such a necessary element that if it is voluntarily 
surrendered by the creditor the lien is at once extinguished, while in 
the former or equitable lien possession remains with the debtor who 
holds the proprietary interest Jones v. Carpenter, 1 06 So. 1 27, 1 29, 90 
Fla. 407, 43 A.L.R. 1409. 

A "common-law lien" is "a right in one man to retain that which is in 
his possession belonging to another till demands of him (the person 
in possession) are satisfied. * * * It is founded upon the immemorial 
recognition of the common law of a right to it in particular cases, or it 
may result from the established usage of a particular trade." Nicolette 
Lumber Co. v. People's Coal Co., 62 A. 1 060, 1 061 , 21 3 Pa. 379, 3 L.R.A., 
N.S., 327, 1 10Am.St.Rep. 550, % Ann.Cas. 387. 
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